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RESOLUTION NUMBER R- ̂  U U C? 1 5 

ADOPTED ON Ow <' 3 0 '^^ 

(R-93-594 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SAN DIEGO CERTIFYING THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT FOR THE NAVY BROADWAY COMPLEX, 
CERTIFYING THAT THE CITY COUNCIL HAS REVIEWED 
AND CONSIDERED INFORMATION CONTAINED IN SAID 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND IN THE 
FINAL MEIR FOR THE CENTRE CITY REDEVELOPMENT 
PROJECT, MAKING CERTAIN FINDINGS REGARDING. 
THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED 
REDEVELOPMENT OF THE NAVY BROADWAY COMPLEX, 
ADOPTING A REPORTING AND MONITORING PROGRAM, 
AND ADOPTING A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING 
CONSIDERATIONS. 

WHEREAS, the United States of America owns approximately 15 

acres of waterfront land in the downtown area of the City of San 

Diago which is known as the Broadway Complex of the Department of 

the Na'/y, San Diego, California (the "Navy Broadway Complex"); 

and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 2732 of the National Defense 

Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1987, P.L. 99-661, Congress has 

authorized the Navy to enter into a long-tarm laase with a 

developer pertaining to the real property located within the Navy 

Broadway Complex, provided that any real property leased shall be 

enveloped in accordance with detailad plans and cersis of 

devel com ent which have bean dulv formulated by the Navv avid tha 

San Diago community through the San Diego Association of 

Governments7 Broadway Complsx Coordinating Group; and 

WHEREAS, this City Council proposes to approve an Agreement 

between The City of San Diego and che United States of America 

Adopting a Development Plan and Urban Design Guidelines for the 
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Redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex (tha "Development 

Agreement'*) providing for the coordination by the Navy and the 

City in implementing the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway 

Complex; and 

WHEREAS, the Navy was designated as the lead agency to 

prepare an Environmental Impact Statement ("Final EIS") to assess 

the environmental impacts which may result from the redevelopment 

of the Navy Broadway Complex pursuant to the National 

Environmental Policy Act of 19 69 ("NEPA") and federal guidelines 

and regulations adopted pursuant thereto; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council was designated as the lead agency 

to prepare an Environmental Impact Report ("Final SIR") to assess 

the environmental impacts which may result from the redevelopment 

of the Navy Broadway Complex pursuant to the California 

Environmental Quality Act of 1970 ("CEQA1') , as amended; and state 

and local guidelines and regulations adopted pursuant thereto; 

and 

WHEREAS, as permitted by CEQA, the Final EIR was prepared 

and reviewed in coordination with and incorporating the Final EIS 

(so that all references herein are also references to the Final 

SIS), and is comprised of the following documents: 

Ora^t Environmental Imoact Statement for the 
Naw Broadwav Comolex Proiect. Department of 
the Navy. April 1990. 

Draft Environmental•Impact Report for the 
Navv Broadwav Comolex Proiect. City of San 
Diago. April 1990. 

Final-Environmental Statement for the "Navv 
Broadway Comdex Project. Department of .the 
Navy, October 1930, 
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Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Navy Broadway Comolex Proiect.' City of San 
Diego. October 19*0; and 

WHSRSAS, the Navy and the City prepared and circulated a 

Draft SIS and EIR for review, comment and consultation with 

citizens, professional disciplines and public agencies pursuant 

to applicable law; and 

WHEREAS, duly noticed public hearings were held by the Navy 

and the City with respect to the Draft EIS and EIR, at which all 

interested persons and organizations were given an opportunity to 

be heard; and 

WHEREAS, the Final EIS and EIR relating to the proposed 

redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex, and responding to the 

concerns raised during the review period and at the public 

hearings, has been prepared pursuant to NEPA and CEQA and the 

guidelines and regulations; and 

WHEREAS, the Redevelopment Agency of The City of San Diego 

(tha "Agency") has previously prepared, and the Agency 

(Resolution No. $Bo i ) and the City Council (Resolution No. 

R-.i 0'\J o J- ̂  have certified the Final Master Environmental Impact 

Report for the Centre City Redevelopment Project ("Final MEIR"); 

and 

WHEREAS; the redevelopment cf the Navy Broadway Complex as 

provided for in the proposed Development Agreement is a 

redevelopment impiementation activity whosa environmental ijsp.act-3 

are assessed in the Final MEIR; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council in connection with its 

consideration of the approval of the proposed Development 

Agreement for the Navy Broadway Complex, has reviewed and 



considered the information contained in the Final EIR (including 

the Final EIS) and in the Final MEIR; NOW, THEREFORE, 

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of The City of San Diego, as 

follows: 

1. That the City Council hereby certifies that the Final 

EIR for the Navy Broadway Complex has been prepared and completed 

in compliance with CEQA and state and local guidelines and 

regulations adopted pursuant thereto. 

2. That the City Council hereby further certifies that the 

information contained in the Final EIR (including the Final EIS), 

and in the Final MEIR, "has been reviewed and considered by the 

members of the Council. 

3. That the City Council hereby finds and determines that: 

a. The redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex, as 

provided for in the proposed Development Agreement, will not 

result in significant environmental effects in certain 

respects identified in the Final EIR, as described in 

Section I of Attachment A (attached hereto and incorporated 

herein by this reference). 

b. Changes or alterations have been required in, or 

incorporated into, the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway 

Complex; as provided for in the preposad Development 

Agreement, which avoid or substantially lessen certain 

significant environmental effects of •che redevelopment, of 

the "Nav-y 'Broadway Complex, as provided for in the proposed 

.Development .Agreement, identified in the Final EIR, as 

daiscribed in Section Zl of Attachment A, 
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c. Changes or alterations which avoid or 

substantially lessen certain significant environmental 

effects of the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex, . 

as provided for in the proposed Development Agreement, 

identified in the Final EIR, are within the responsibility 

and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the City 

Council, and such changes have been adopted by such other 

agency, or can and should be adopted by such other agency, 

as described in Section III of Attachment A. 

d. With respect to significant environmental effects 

of the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex, as 

provided for in the proposed Development Agreement, which 

cannot be avoided or substantially lessened, specific 

economic, social or other considerations maJca infeasible the 

mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in 

the Final EIR, as described in Section IV of Attachment A. 

e. The significant environmental effects of the 

redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex, as provided for 

in the proposed Development Agreement, which cannot be 

avoided or substantially lessened are acceptable due to 

overriding concerns, as described in Section V of 

Attachment A. 

4. • The City Council hereby further finds and determines 

_, iL, C_ ar.d that, for the reasons described in Sections 

J>— of Attachment A: 

a. No substantial changes are proposed in the Centre 

City Redevelopment Proj ect, or with respect to the 

circumstances under which the Project is to be undertaken, 
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as a result of the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway 

Complex, as provided for in the proposed Development 

Agreement, which will require important revisions in the 

Final MEIR for the Project, due to the involvement of new 

significant environmental impacts not covered in the Final 

MEIR; and 

b. No new information of substantial importance to 

the Project has become available which was not known or 

could not have been known at the time the Final MEIR for the 

Project was certified as complete, and which shews that the 

Project will have any significant effects not discussed 

previously in the Final MEIR, or that any significant 

effects previously examined will be substantially more 

severe than shown in the Final MEIR, or that any mitigation 

measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible 

or not previously considered would substantially reduce or 

lessen any significant effects of the Project on the 

environment; and 

c. No negative declaration, or subsequent 

environmental impact report, or supplement or addendum to 

the Final MEIR is necessary or required; and 

d. The redevelopment of the NaT/ 3roadway Complex, as 

provided for in the proposed Development- A.graement, will 

nave TI.—p 33_ci~ i'
1' ̂  ca - 1"^ a'|T'•5•;s/w,"'~ o"- '•"''•'• ̂  s'~,~f. "'"•~"m^e^c e ^ c e c z a 3 

identified and considered in the Final ^EIR for the Project. 

5. That the Mitigation Monitoring Program for che Mavy 

Broadway Complex, in the form on file in the office-of the Cloy 

Clerk as Document No, RR-^oO ̂  i- -•', is hereby approved and adopted 
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to monitor and ensure that the mitigation measures identified 

will be instituted. 

6. That the City Clerk (or his designee) is hereby 

authorized and directed to cause the filing of a Notice of 

Determination with respect to the Final EIR and Final MEIR, upon 

approval of the proposed Development Agreement by the City 

Council, 

APPROVED: JOHN W. WITT, City Attorney 

Jr 
By \A I J f A f i A J M ^ } 

Allisyn L. Thomas 
Deputy City Attorney 

ALT:lc 
10/02/92 
Or.Dept:CCDC 
R-93-594 
Form=r+t 
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Attachment A 

I. The following discussion explains the reasons why, in certain 
respects, the_redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex, as 
provided for in the proposed Development Agreement, will not 
result in significant environmental effects. 

A. With respect to land use: 

Redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex is compatible 
with surrounding land uses and provides actual pedestrian 
uses such as open space area, pedestrian corridors and a 
waterfront museum. It would substantially improve 
waterfront access by extending E, F and G streets through 
the site to the waterfront and providing pedestrian-
oriented improvements. 

3. With respect to parking: 

With implementation of a Travel Demand Management 
program, sufficient parking would be provided to meet 
parking demands onsite. 

C, With respect to biology: 

The project site is fully developed with urban uses and 
has been for several decades. As such, there are no 
areas of the site where biological resources are located 
that are not substantially disturbed. 

D. With respect to water: 

Water for the project area, is supplied by the City of San 
Diego under the administration of the Water Utilities 
Department. Since the existing water facilities in the 
project vicinity are currently operating well within 
their service capacity, there would be no significant 
impacts to water service from any of the alternatives 
considered. 

3. With respect to solid waste; 

Solid waste disposal in the project area is provided by 
•the combined services of the City of San Diego and 
private contractors, The largest increase''of solid waste 
would occur with tha Alternative A, the Alternative 3, 
the Alt amative D, and Alternative ?, from which an 
anticipated 13,300, 15,500, 19,700, and 13,300 tons, 
respectively, would be generated per year. Alternative 
C and Alternative 3 would result in lesser increase to 



solid waste generation (i.e., 9,200 and 7,300 additional 
tons per year over existing uses, respectively). The 
West Miraaar landfill will provide adequate solid waste 
disposal through 1995, and the City of San Diego is 
currently planning to develop new landfills, or expand 
existing ones, to serve the city's future disposal 
requirements, so no significant impacts to solid waste 
disposal are anticipated with implementation of any of 
the alternatives. 

F. With respect to the physical environment; 

No known extractable resources are located on or beneath 
the site. The project site is level, at street grade, 
and covered with impervious surfaces. Implementation of 
Alternatives A through F would result in sedimentation 
during demolition and construction activities as 
subsurface soils are exposed to runoff. No long-term 
increase in runoff would occur since the Navy Broadway 
Complex site is already fully developed.. 

G. FINAL MSIR 

As described in Item I of Attachment A of Agency 
Resolution No. 2081 and City Council Resolution No. 
279375 certifying tha Final M2I3 and incorporated by 
reference. 

The Final M2IR found that in the areas of biological 
resources, mineral resources, solid waste collection and 
hydrology/water quality would not result in significant 
environmental effects. 

1. With respect to biological resources: 

The Centre City Planning Area is located in the heavily 
urbanized setting of downtown San Diego, which is almost 
totally lacking in^native vegetation and its associated 
wildlife. 

2. With respect to mineral resourcess 

The potential for economically viable extraction of 
aineral resources is limited due to the urbanized nature 
of the Planning .Area. The area has not been designated 
as having a high potential tor mineral resources. 

3. With respect to solid waste collection! 

Solid waste disposal in the Planning .Area is provided by 
the combined services of the city of San Diego and 
private contractors. New development will be required ta 



contract with licensed private haulers for collection of 
waste and no significant impacts to solid waste 
collection services are expected. 

4. With respect to hydrology/water quality: 

The Planning Area is a highly urbanized area, currently 
developed with low and high-rise buildings, streets, 
sidewalks, and parking areas. New development proposed 
under the Centre City Community Plan is not expected to 
increase the volume of stormwater runoff in the Planning 
Area. 

No significant impacts were identified in relation to 
erosion, however the implementation of standard erosion 
control procedures will be required in accordance with 
existing City of San Diego regulations. 

.All development activities shall be conducted in 
compliance with regulatory requirements pertaining to 
dewatering. Therefore, no significant impacts will 
occur. 

II, The following discussion explains the reasons why certain 
changes or alterations which have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway 
Complex, as provided for in the proposed Development 
Agreement, will avoid or substantially lessen certain 
significant environmental effects of the redevelopment of the 
Navy Broadway Complex, as provided for in the proposed 
Development Agreement. 

A. TRAFFIC 

Long-Term Intersection Impacts 

Redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex would result in 
long-term intersection traffic impacts. The operation of 
several intersections in the vicinity of the project site 
would be substantially affected. The intersections are 
Grape/Pacific, Broadway/Pacific, and Broadway/Front. Traffic 
from the project will reduce the level of service (LOS) from 
C to 3 at Grape/Pacific, from LOS s to F at Broadway/Pacific, 
and froa LOS D to S at Broadway/Front. 

The significant effects ralated to long-teraf intersection 
impacts have been aliminatad or substantially lessened to a 
level 'lass than significantly by virtue of project design 
considerations and the mitigation measures identified in the 
Final EIR and incorporated into the projact. The following 
improvements that are planned either by ' the Centre city 
•Transportation Action Plan (CCTAP) or Centre City Development 



Corporation (CCDC) will reduce the project's contribution to 
intersection impacts: 

4-

• Pacific/Graoe: Pacific Highway currently provides 
three through lanes in each direction and a 
southbound left-turn pocket. Grape Street ha"s 
three eastbound lanes and an eastbound right-turn 
pocket and will be restriped and reconfigured to 
provide for a 4-land section. This improvement 
will result in service level D conditions under the 
long-term scenario and will be installed by the 
City of San Diego when the service levels at this 
intersection exceed acceptable levels based on 
current traffic counts. 

• Broadwav/Front: Broadway provides two through 
lanes in each direction and a westbound left-turn 
lane. Front Street has three through lanes in the 
southbound direction and will be restriped and 
reconfigures to provide for a 4-lane section. This 
improvement will result in service level D 
conditions under the long-term scenario and will be 
installed by the City of San Diego when the service 
levels at this intersection exceed acceptable 
levels based on currant traffic counts. 

• aroadwav/Pacific: Pacific Highway currently 
provides three through lanes in each direction and 
a southbound left-turn lane. Broadway has two 
•through lanes in each direction and a westbound 
left-turn lane. The improvements include the 
provision of additional turn lanes in the 
northbound, eastbound, and westbound directions and 
will result in level of service D conditions under 
the long-term scenario. They will be installed by 
the City of San Diego upon initiation of 
development of any block on the Navy Broadway 
Complex. The improvements are summarized as 
followsJ 

Sxclusive northbound left-turn lane 
Exclusive northbound right-turn lane 
Exclusive eastbound right-turn lane 
Second westbound left-turn lane 

» A traffic signal at the intersection of Harbor 
Drive and the new connection to Harbor Drive north 
of Broadway will alleviate traffic impacts that 
rasult from the redirection of traffic arsund 
Broadway and the proposed open space area. 
Improvements to this intersection will be installed 
by' the City of San Diego upon completion of the 



open space area at the foot of Broadway. 

Implementation of the last two mitigation measures shown above 
will be governed by a phasing plan. The phasing plan for each 
stage of development is included in the EIR, and requires that 
associated mitigation measures be implemented in conjunction 
with the development of any individual block on the project 
site. The phasing plan will include the installation of 
access-related improvements to Pacific Highway as well as the 
extension of E Street, F Street, or G Street from Harbor Drive 
to Pacific Highway. 

• Long-Term Travel Demand Management CTDMl Program: 
A TDM program will be designed to reduce the number 
of vehicular trips, thereby reducing associated 
traffic impacts and parking needs. The TDM program 
will be put in place prior to the occupancy of any 
new structures end wi 11 be incorporated into all 
commercial leases. This program will incorporate a 
variety of measures which may include some or all 
of the following: 

Onsite transit amenities 
Transit pass sale and information area 
Coordination of a rideshare matching system 
Preferential carpool and/or vanpool parking 
Onsite bike lockers 
Development of pedestrian corridors to transit 
stops/stations 
Shared parking arrangement through mix of land 
uses 

Long-Term Roadway Segment Impacts 

Fourteen roadway segments in the vicinity of the project will 
operate above their capacity as a result of area wide 
development. Traffic from the proposed project will 
contribute substantially and significantly to overcapacity 
conditions along segments of Pacific Highway (south of 
Broadway) and First Avenue (south of Ash). 

The significant effects to road segments related to additional 
project traffic generation have been eliminated or 
substantially reduced to a level less than significant by 
virtue of project design considerations and 'the mitigation 
measures identified in the Final EIR and incorp9t3tad into the 
project. CCTAP and CCDC have programmed improvements for both 
of the segments for which the project would contribute to 
significant increases in traffic levels.. The following 
planned improvements along Pacific Highway and First Avenue 
would reduce expected impacts along these two road segments to 
a less than significant level; 



• First Avenue: First Avenue will be restriped and 
reconfigured to provide for a 4-lane section. This 
improvement, to be installed by the City of San 
Diego, will be implemented when roadway volumes on 
this segment exceed acceptable levels based on 
current traffic counts. 

• P_acific Highway: Pacific Highway will be widened 
to add new travel and turn lanes adjacent to the 
site. Traffic signals will be added at the 
intersections of G Street/Pacific, F 
Street/Pacific, and E Street/Pacific. The 
improvements will be installed by the City of San 
Diego in a phased manner upon development of 
individual blocks in the Navy Broadway Complex. 

3. PUBLIC SERVICES 

Impact on Schools 

The project area is within the boundaries of the San Diego 
Unified School District (SDUSD). The SDUSD provides public 
school facilities for grades K through 12. A majority of 
SDUSD's schools are currently operating near or over their 
capacity. The number of Navy personnel in the region would 
remain unchanged, but potential immigration of families 
associated with onsite private development will increase the 
number of school age children. Secondary schools in the area 
are generally operating below their capacity, while elementary 
schools are generally operating over their capacity. The 
combined capacity of these schools (i.e., S3,990) has already 
been exceeded by over 2,300 students. Implementation of the 
private uses on the Navy Broadway Complex Project could result 
in indirect adverse impacts to elementary schools. 

To alleviate the current overcrowding of schools in the area, 
the SDUSD is levying school impact fees as authorized by 
California Government Code Section 53080 for the long-range 
planning and construction of new facilities. Section 53030.1 
allows for an appeal of the imposition of the fee to challenge 
the applicability of student-generation factors associated 
with the project. 

The project would not directly contribute students to the 
elementary and secondary schools within the San Diago Unified 
School District since residential uses are not &eing proposed. 
An influx of new non-ailitary personnel associated with onsite 
private development could cause secondary impacts to schools 
in tha San Diago area that are near or over capacity. The 
Navy office component of any of the alternatives would not 
result in increased Navy personnel in the region, so nc 
mitigation measures for Navy offices are necessary. The 



significant effects to schools in the San Diago area related 
to the influx of families associated with private develooment 
have been eliminated or-substantially lessened to a level'less 
than significant fay virtue of the following mitigation 
measure: 

• A school facilities fee shall be paid in an amount 
established in accordance with California 
Government Code Sections 53080, 53080.1, and 65995. 

Wastewater Impacts 

The project would generate 250,495 gallons of wastewater per 
day. The additional wastewater generated by this project 
would significantly increase the amount of wastewater conveyed 
through existing sewer facilities and could cause the 
conveyance facilities to operate above their capacity. 

The significant affects related to additional wastewater 
generation have been eliminated or substantially reduced to a 
level less than significant by virtue of project design 
considerations and a mitigation measure identified in the 
Final SIR and incorporated into the project. This measure is 
as follows; 

• The existing 15-inch diameter mains located in 
Pacific Highway and in Market Street will be 
upgreded by the project developer, in coordination 
with the City of San Diego, to a capacity 
sufficient to serve future onsite development, as 
well as future upstream and tributary developments 
that would be linked to them. As recommended in a 
sewer pipeline capacity analysis, 1,300 linear feet 
of sewer line will be replaced from the 
intersection of Pacific Highway and E Street to the 
intersection of Market Street and Kettner 
Boulevard. The sewer line will be constructed upon 
demand for a new line created by the project. 

PHYSICAL SNViaONMSNT 

3igfr?yfra gr?m SqU? 3n4 Srosjon 

During construction onsite soils will be exposed to rain and 
other hydraulic forces that could eventually convey sediments 
to the ocean, potentially affecting marine life. 

The significant affects due to erosion and exposure to 
hydraulic forces have been eliminated or substantially reduced 
to a level less than significant by virtue of project design 
considerations and the litigation measure 'identified in the 
Final 3IR, incorporated into 'the project. The following 



measure would mitigate any impacts from soil erosion during 
construction: 

• An erosion control plan will be implemented during 
construction of new structures at the Navy Broadway 
Complex site. The plan will be prepared by t^e 
project developer and submitted to the City for 
approval prior to tha initiation of construction. 
Major components of the plan will include (but not 
be limited to) the following: 

Regular watering of exposed soil. 

Hydroseeding of large (1-acre-plus) areas of 
exposed surface soils that will remain exposed 
and undisturbed by construction for 3 or more 
months at a time. 

Draining any areas where ponding occurs, 

?lac ing sandbags in gutters and near storm 
drains wherever construction activities occur. 

Effects from Geologic Hazards (Faulting and Seismicity^ 

The site lies generally within the Rose Canyon fault 3one. 
The possibility of a fault bisecting the site and strong 
groundshaking will have to be considered in the design and 
placement of structures. Design will also have to consider 
the potential for liquefaction. 

The significant effects related to geologic hazards have been 
eliminated or substantially reduced to a less than significant 
level by virtue of upgrading the design criteria above that 
required by the City of San Diego to UBC Seismic Zone 4, and 
by considering the remedial measures for fault surface 
rupture, seismic groundshaking, and liquefaction outlined in 
"Additional Geologic, Seismic, and Geotechnical Studies, Navy 
Broadway Complex, San Diego, California,n prepared by 
Woodward-Clyde Consultants (dated September 5, 1990) in the 
design and construction of all new buildings. 

D, AIR QUALITY 

Effects of Construction Dust Generation 

Constrr-ction activities are a source of fugitive dust 
emissions that may have a substantial temporary impact on 
local air quality. Amissions are associated with demolition, 
ground excavation and site preparation. Dust emissions vary 
substantially from day to day, depending on the 1 evel of 
activity, the specific operations, and the prevailing weather. 



Fugitive dust created during construction could result in 
short-term nuisance impacts. 

The significant effects related to construction dust 
generation have been eliminated or substantially reduced to a 
level less than significant by virtue of project design 
considerations and the mitigation measures identified in the 
Final EIR and incorporated into the project. The factor used 
in the EIR to determine dust generation does not take into 
account the relatively high water table at the Navy Broadway 
Complex, which results in moister soil and lass dust 
generation. Dust control through regular watering and other 
fugitive dust abatement measures required by the San Diego Air 
Pollution Control District (APCD) can reduce dust levels by 50 
to 75 percent. Dust emission rates, therefore, depend on the 
length of the construction activities and the cara with which 
dust abatement procedures are implemented. The maximum dust 
generetion (not considering the higher moisture content of 
onsite soils) would be approximately 4.7 tones per month. 
With dust control measures, the total is reduced to about 2 
tons per month of construction activity. 

While the overall dust generation is substantial, the daily 
rata of fugitive dust generation is well within the dispersive 
capacity of the air basin without any adverse air quality 
impacts. It should also be noted that much of this dust is 
comprised of large particles that are easily filtered by human 
breathing passages and settle out rapidly on nearby foliage 
and horizontal surfaces. The dust thus comprises more of a 
nuisance rather than any potentielly unhealthful air quality 
impact. With implementation of the following measures and 
other dust abatement procedures, even the short-term impact is 
lessened to an insignificant level. 

• Fugitive dust will be controlled by regular 
watering as required by the San Diego Air Pollution 
Control District and through erosion control and 
street veshing to reduce dirt spillage onto 
traveled roadways near the construction site. This 
measure will be implemented by the project 
developer and will be required to be included in 
construction documents. 

Lona-Ter-a Vehicular Emission Impacts 

The proposed project will generate 23,000 tota^' vehicle trips 
per day. These vehicle trips will generate 270'pounds per day 
of total organic gases, 2,4 05 pound per day of carbon monoxide 
and 445 pounds per day of nitrogen oxides. -lha project will 
contribute to an already existing violation of the o.-sone 
standard and intensify the current air quality problem in the 
San Diego Air Basin, 



The project would generate, without mitigation, approximately 
3 8,000 trips. Up to 4 0 percent of these trips (16,000) are 
associated with Navy personnel relocated to the site. These 
personnel are already located in the San Diego Air Basin, and 
would simply be relocated to the Navy Broadway Complex. This 
consolidation provides substantial opportunities to reduce 
regional emission loads associated with commute trips by these 
personnel, as discussed below. 

A Travel Demand Management (TDM) plan will be implemented as 
part of the project to substantially reduce single-occupancy 
vehicle usage at the site. In addition, the site is located 
within walking distance of a commuter rail, an AMTRAX rail 
station, 10 bus lines, and two light-rail transit lines (one 
is under development). This provides a substantial 
opportunity for utilizing mass transit and reducing single* 
occupancy vehicle use. By consolidating Navy personnel from 
a number of smaller, dispersed facilities to a single facility 
proximate to these transit opportunities, single-occupancy 
vehicle usage by Navy personnel can be substantially reduced 
in the air basin, with estimated reductions of 40 percent. 
Vehicle trips that are new to the San Diego Air Basin would 
constitute the remaining approximately 60 percent of the 
project's trip generation. TDM will also help alleviate 
impacts from vehicle trips that are new to the San Diego 
region. Based on City of San Diego estimates of TDM 
effectiveness, the TDM measures proposed for this project and 
the project's proximity to mass transit are estimated to 
reduce daily vehicle trips from each of the proposed land uses 
by the following amount: 

Estimated 
Land Use Trio Reduction by TDM 

Office 60 percent 
Hotel 25 percent 
Retail 15 percent 

Implementation of the TDM plan will reduce the total number of 
project trips by approximately 40 percent, which will 
substantially reduce potential vehicular emissions. After 
application of the TDM plan, trips associated with the mixed-
use development would be approximately 23,000. If the 
existing . 15,000 vehicles that are associated with Navy 
personnel located throughout the air basin are discounted, the 
net increase in daily vehicle trips would be reduced to 7,000. 
These .. net trip levels assume that all of 'the remaining 
vehicles are new,to the air basin, a premise which probably 
overstates the new vehicle travel.. 

•The California Air Resources Board indicates that measures to 
substantially reduce the number of single-occupancy vehicles 
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would be the primary determinant of consistency with the 
current (1932) and proposed State Implementation Plan (SIP). 
Long-term vehicular emissions will be substantially reduced 
through implementation of an extensive Travel Demand 
Management Program primarily aimed at reducing the use of 
single-occupancy vehicles. Therefore, the Navy Broadway 
Complex Project would be consistent with the current (1982) 
and proposed SIP. The significant long-term project-specific 
effects to air quality related to vehicular emission levels 
have been eliminated or substantially lessened to a level less 
than significant by virtue of the nature of the project and 
the mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR (see 
Traffic discussion in these findings, page 4) and incorporated 
into the project. 

NOISE 

Temporary Construction Noise Impacts 

Noise genereted by construction equipment, including earth 
movers, material handlers, and portable generators can reach 
high levels. Implementation of the project would cause a 
short-term annoyance to noise-sensitive land uses in the 
surrounding area due to construction activities. The area is 
frequented by visitors, especially on weekends. This impact 
may be considered a significant nuisance impact to users of 
the nearby waterfront during the construction period. 

The significant effects related to short-term noise generation 
have been eliminated or substantially lessened to a level lass 
than significant by virtue of project design considerations 
and the mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR and 
incorporated into the project. These measures are as follows: • 

• A looped 12kV system will be constructed by the 
project developer in phases to provide adequate 
electricity to the various individual structures 
within the Navy Broadway Complex as they are 
developed. 

-» Coordination by project developers will occur with 
SDGiE regarding recommendations on energy 
conservation measures. All private development 
will be constructed in accordance with Title 24 of 
the California Administrative Code, which provides 
energy conservation measures. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Imcacts on Historic Structures 

The proj ect will have a significant impact on cultural 
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resources. Based on Criterion C of 3 6 CFR 50,4, Buildings 1, 
11, and 12 appear to meet National Register Criteria as a 
single architectural and historical group. They represent the 
entire development history of the Navy Broadway Complex and 
are primary contributing features to the overall character o t 
this area of the San Diego waterfront. These buildings form 
an architectural unit, and are tied together both in terms of 
general form (design) and function. They are all designed in 
compatible utilitarian/industrial styles, and retain a high 
degree of integrity. Impacts would result from the removal or 
substantial renovation (modification of the exterior and 
interior components) of portions of Buildings No. 1 and No. 
12. Building 11 is beyond the project limits and would not be 
affected by the proposed project. 

In order to determine appropriate steps to mitigate the 
impacts o these cultural resources,• the Navy has consulted 
with the California State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, The 
significant effects related to removal or substantial 
alterations of these buildings have been eliminated or 
substantially lessened to a level less than significant by 
virtue of project design considerations and the mitigation 
measure identified in the Final SIR and incorporated into the 
project, 

• The Navy will record Buildings 1 and 12 pursuant to 
Section 110(b) of the National Historic 
Preservation Act and will monitor excavations to 
ensure that no significant archaeology is 
inadvertently lost, 

PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 

Impacts from Soil Contamination 

Several areas of contamination or potential contamination were 
identified on the sits that could .adversely affect the health 
of personnel on the site, especially during construction 
activities that uncover soils. Minor hazardous waste spills 
ware located or may be located on the site. In addition, 
transformers that contain PCB's are located on the site, 
although none are known to be leaking. There are no known 
major hasardous waste spills or leaking underground storage 
tanks on the sits. Because the presence of hazardous waste 
oan affect public health, this' represents .•Ja significant 
impact. 

The significant effects related soil contamination have been 
eliminated or substantially lessened to a= level less than 
significant by virtue of project design considerations and the 
mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR and 



incorporated into the project. These measures are as follows: 

• If any underground storage tanks on tha site are 
found to be leaking, such leaks will be cleaned up 
in accordance with the Resource Conversation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) and any other applicable stats 
or City of San Diego regulations, with clean up 
being initiated upon discovery of any leaks. 

• If evidence of hazardous materials contamination is 
discovered, the EPA will be promptly notified and 
all applicable requirements of the Comprehensive 
Emergency Response Compensation and Liability Act 
and the Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization Act 
(CERCLA/SARA) and the National Contingency Plan 
(NC?) will be complied with. 

• If CERCLA hazardous substances are discovered, no 
construction will occur until the requirements of 
CERCLA/SARA and the NCP have been fully satisfied. 
CERCLA/SARA/NCP activities would take priority over 
new construction until CERCLA/SARA compliance has 
been achieved, 

• Prior to construction, the area beneath existing 
Building 3 will be further investigated for the 
presence of hazardous materials in the soils. If 
any contaminated soils are found, they will be 
cleaned up in accordance with SPA regulations. 

• The fluid in transformers and other electrical 
units will be tested prior to onsite construction 
to determine the presence of PCBs. If PCBs are 
found, the fluid and the units will be disposed of 
at an approved waste disposal facility in 
accordance with the Toxic Substance Control Act 
(TSCA). 

• The soil in the vicinity of the forklift 
maintenance area at existing Building 106 will be 
tested for acidity prior to development in this 
area. If the pH of the soil is less than 5, tha pH 
will be adjusted so that it is greater than 5. 

> The oily residue-stained soil and paving materials 
in 'the vicinities of existing' Buildings 7 and 105 
will be removed to the satisfactibn of the EPA 
prior to development in this area and disposed of 
in an aooroved disposal facility. 
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Effects Related to Asbestos 

Development of the project would pose significant health 
exposure risks associated with demolition of buildings that 
contain asbestos. During demolition, asbestos fibers could 
become airborne, thereby providing a pathway to enter the 
human system. Asbestos exposure is considered a human health 
risk, and building demolition required by the project would be 
considered a significant health impact. 

H. FINAL MEIR 

As described in Item II of Attachment A of Agency Resolution 
No. 2031 and City Council Resolution No. 279875 certifying the 
final MEIR and incorporated by reference. 

It was found the potential land use incompatibilities, 
transportation and circulation impacts, air quality impacts, 
noise impacts, cultural resources, demolition of potential 
impacts to police, fire protection services, libraries, 
potable water distribution, stormwater collection and solid 
waste collection, groundwater impacts, geological hazards, 
hazardous materials contamination and potential loss of 
paleontolcgical resources, impacts will be mitigated to below 
a level of significance. 

The Navy Broadway Complex Final EIR found project-specific 
impacts (as described above in Sections A-H) which may be 
possible regarding traffic, public services, physical 
environment, air, noise, cultural resources, public health and 
safety. Several of the potential impacts are related to the 
fact that now there is a specific development proposal which 
may not match the general assumptions addressed in the Final 
MEIR. It is anticipated that many, if not all potentially 
significant impacts associated with the Navy Broadway Complex 
will be mitigated. 

Ill. The following discussion explains the reasons why changes or 
alterations which avoid or substantially lessen certain 
significant environmental effects of the redevelopment of the 
Navy Broadway Complex, as provided for in the proposed 
Development Agreement, are within the responsibility and 
jurisdiction of another public agency and not the city 
Council, and how such changes have been adopted by such other 
agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. 

A. PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 

Impacts-Associated with Contamination of Groundwater 

•'Che project includes subsurface parking and would likely 
include subsurface foundation components. Groundwater is 
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located at approximately 7 to 11 feet below the ground 
surface of the site. Subsurface construction would 
encounter substantial quantities of groundwater, and a 
temporary groundwater dewatering program would be 
required during construction. Although it is unlikely 
that any contaminated groundwater would be encountered 
during temporary dewatering activities, it was found that 
the dewatering program associated with the nearby 
Convention Center may have promoted migration of the 
contaminated plume in the direction of that project. It 
is conceivable that temporary groundwater dewatering 
associated with project development could cause migration 
of the plume, or of a currently unknown source of 
contaminated groundwater, towards the Navy Broadway 
Complex. 

The significant effects related to contaminated 
groundwater have been eliminated or substantially reduced 
to a level lass than significant by virtue of project 
design considerations and the mitigation measure 
identified in the Final EIR and incorporated into the 
project. The measure is as follows: 

• Authorization to temporarily discharge dewatering 
waste during project construction will be obtained 
from the executive officer of the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) under NPDES CA 
0108707, 

3. FINAL MEIR 

As described in Item III of Attachment A of Agency Resolution 
No. 2081 and City Council Resolution 279375 certifying the 
Final MEIR and incorporated by reference. 

1. With respect to project-specific mitigation for projects 
within the planning jurisdiction of government agencies other 
than the City of San Diego: 

Project-specific mitigation would be required for a number of 
potential impacts including potentially significant land use 
incompatibilities, air quality impacts during construction, CO 
hotsootSj noise impacts, demolition of historically 
significant buildings, potential loss of subsurface cultural 
resources, wind acceleration, impacts to public facilities and 
services, geological hazards, ground-water impacts, hazardous 
materials contamination and potential loss of paleontolcgical 
resources. 

Other government agencies with planning jurisdiction in the 
Planning Area include the San Oiego Unified Port District 
(Port District) , the County of San Diego, the U, 3, Navy, the 
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San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) and the 
California Coastal Commission. The County of San Diago has 
olanning jurisdiction over County-owned property in Centre 
City used for a County purpose; the U. S. Navy controls a 
large developed parcel adjacent to the waterfront (the 
Broadway Complex) and an adjacent pier; and SANDAG is the 
designated Airport Land Use Commission for Lindbergh Field. 
Lindbergh Field's Airport Influence Area extends across a 
portion of the Planning Area. The Centre City waterfront is 
under the jurisdiction of the San Diego Unified Port District 
and the California Coastal Commission. However, the Coastal 
Commission has delegated its coastal zone authority to the 
City of San Diego and tha Port District as a result of their 
certification of the Local Coastal Program and Port Master 
Plan. 

The U. S. Navy has entered into a memorandum of understanding 
(MOU) with the City of San Diago providing for cooperation in 
the future development of the Navy Broadway Complex. The MOU 
specifies that the Navy, in consultation with the City of San 
Diego, will prepare a development plan and urban design 
guidelines that will define the nature of development that 
will occur on the Navy Broadway Complex, 

2. With respect to transit ridership: 

Traffic related impacts would be mitigated primarily by 
increasing the percent of transit ridership to 50 percent by 
the year 2025. It is estimated that an additional 440 buses, 
3 05 trolley cars and 35 commuter rail cars would be required 
for the routes serving the Planning Area during the AM peak 
hour. This mitigation measure would be the responsibility of 
the Metropolitan Transit Development Board (MTDB).: 

3. With respect to freeways: 

Impacts to key freeway segments and ramps will need to be 
mitigated through measures such as ramp metering, ramp 
widening and providing additional'lanes for both freeways and 
ramps. These measures would be the responsibility and 
jurisdiction of the Califomia Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans). The Redevelopment Plan provides Agency 
participation with Caltrans to widen various freeway ramps in 
the Planning Area and these mitigation measures can and should 
be adopted by Caltrans. 

4. With respect to air quality: 

Siailar to traffic impacts, the mitigation of CO hotspots is 
dependent in part on the implementation ,, of a • 50 percent 
transit mode split by the yaar'2025. Provision of the needed 
additional buses, trolley cars and commuter rail cars is not 
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within the jurisdiction of the City or Agency, but rather the 
Metropolitan Transit Development Board. 

IV. The following discussion explains the reasons why specific 
economic, social or other considerations make infeasible the 
mitigation measures or project alternatives with respect t o 
each significant environmental effect of the redevelopment of 
the Navy Broadway Complex, as provided for in the proposed 
Development Agreement, which cannot be avoided or 
substantially lessened. 

A, LONG-TERM VEHICULAR EMISSIONS—CUMULATIVE IMPACT ON AIR 
QUALITY 

The Regional Air Quality Strategy establishes a goal of 
maintaining a Level of Service (LOS) C or better at 
intersections to reduce idling times and vehicular 
emissions. Cumulative development in the project 
vicinity would create congestion (LOS D or below) at six 
intersections. The proposed project would contribute a 
substantial increment to this congestion at one or two of 
these intersections, city of San Diego standards provide 
that this incremental contribution to the region's non-
attainment of ozone end carbon monoxide standards is a 
cumulatively significant unmitigated impact. 

The significant effect has been substantially reduced to 
the extend feasible by virtue of the design 
considerations and the mitigation measures identified in 
the Final SIS and incorporated into the project. The San 
Diago Basin is a non-attainment area for ozone, nitrogen 
dioxide, and carbon monoxide. The project would include 
transportation demand management measures (TDM) that 
would substantially reduce the potential air quality 
impacts of the project. Incorporation of the TDM would, 
according to the Califomia Air Resources Board, 
demonstrate consistency with the State Implementation 
Plan. Nevertheless, after implementation of all feasible 
mitigation measures, the project would continue to 
contribute substantial traffic to a congested 
intersection and would therefore contribute significantly 
to an unmitigated impact. 

The chief goal of CEQA is mitigation or avoidance of 
environmental harm. Alternatives and mitigation measures 
fulfill tha same function of diminishing or avoiding 
adverse environmental effects. When -'a significant 
environmental impact remains after implementation of 
mitigation measures, a reasonable range of alternatives 
need to be evaluated and either adopted or shown to be 
ineffective or infeasible as a means to' reduce or prevent 
detrimental effects to the environment. The final EIR 
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evaluated six alternatives in addition to the proposed 
project. Only the No-Action Alternative would reduce or 
avoid the cumulative impact on air quality, 

A summary of each alternative addressed in the Final EIR 
is provided below. The purpose of this summary is to 
illustrate how each alternative differs from the project, 
whether or not each alternative can avoid or lessen the 
unmitigated impact, and if so, what "specific, economic, 
social, or other considerations" make the alternative 
infeasible. With the exception of the No-Action 
Alternative, Alternative G, the alternatives would 
contribute substantial traffic to one or two 
intersections and would therefore also contribute a 
significant impact to cumulative air quality impacts. 
Alternative A is the proposed project. 

Alternative B 

Alternative B represents an additional 250,000 SF of 
commercial office and 1.4 acres less open space than the 
proposed project, totalling 3,500,000 SF of mixed uses 
(including 300,000 SF of above-grade parking). 
Alternative B would also result in a significant 
unmitigated impact on cumulative air quality. Although 
this alternative meets the basic project objectives, it 
does not avoid this impact and is not environmentally 
superior to the proposed project. 

Alternative C 

Alternative C proposes rehabilitation of existing Navy 
buildings and additional development totalling 2,470,000 
SF of mixed uses (including 225,000 SF of above-grade 
parking. The open space and museum proposed by the 
project would not be provided, nor would commercial 
office be developed. Although Alternative C meets the 
basic project objectives, it would have several 
unmitigated impacts related to planning in addition to 
unmitigated cumulative air quality impacts, so it is 
environmentally inferior to the project. 

Alternative 0 

Alternative D would require private development on the 
Navy Broadway Complex site to-generate sufficient revenue 
•for acquisition and use of a second site. This 
alternative would be developed with 2,915,000 SF of mixed 
uses, including approximately 20,000 SF of Navy offices, 
at the Navy Broadway Complex, and approximately 930,000 
SF of Navy offices on a site in the eastern area of 
•iowrvtown San Diego-. Proposed uses on the Navy Broadway 
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Complex would be similar to Alternative B in intensity 
and layout—with 0.5 acre of open space—but additional 
commercial office and hotel uses would be developed in 
place of Navy offices to meet project financial 
objectives. This alternative meets the basic project 
objectives. However, Alternative D wold also result in 
a significant unmitigated impact on cumulative air 
quality and, therefore, is infeasible as a means to avoid 
this impact- Alternative D is not environmentally 
superior to the proposed project. 

A y.arnative E 

Alternative E would include construction of i million SF 
of Navy offices on the Navy Broadway Complex site and no 
private development. Construction would be taxpayer-
financed congressionally funded and would primarily 
involve the rehabilitation of the two largest buildings 
on the property, and construction of one new building. 
No open space would be provided. Although this 
alternative provides one million SF of Navy offices, it 
is infeasible because it does not meet the basic project 
objectives of providing the Navy offices at a reduced 
cost to taxpayers; it relies on direct Federal 
appropriation of tax dollars to totally finance the 
project. Although this alternative would have lass of an 
effect on cumulative air quality than the proposed 
project, the impact would still be significant. 
Furthermore, Alternative S wold have additional impacts 
related to planning (similar to Alternative C) and thus 
would be environmentally inferior to the project. 

Alternative F 

Alternative F would be similar to the project and would 
be developed with 3,315,000 SF of mixed uses (including 
365,000 SF of above-grade parking), but includes no 
development on the most northern of the four blocks on 
the site and 1.4 more acres of open space. Development 
on the other three blocks of the site would be 
intensified (compared with the project), and up to 500-
foot-tall buildings would be built. Although local 
government financial assistance would be needed for 
certain infrastructure improvements, this alternative 
meets the basic objectives of the project. Alternative 
F would not avoid unmitigated significant cumulative air 
quality impacts and would result ih unmitigated 
aesthetics impacts as well, so it is environmentally 
inferior to the proposed project. 

Alternative G 
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Alternative G is the No-Action Alternative. No new 
development would occur on the Navy Broadway complex and 
existing uses would be retained. No unmitigated 
significant impacts would result. This alternative wouid 
avoid a significant cumulative impact on air quality. 
This alternative is infeasible because it does not meet 
the objective of accommodating the demand for Navy 
offices in a central location, 

B. FINAL MEIR 

As described in Item IV of Attachment A of Agency Resolution 
Nol 2081 and City Council Resolution 279375 certifying the 
Final MEIR and incorporated by reference. 

1. With respect to significant traffic circulation and 
traffic-related land use impacts: 

Even 'with implementation of the identified mitigations, the 
following significant traffic impacts would occur: level of 
service F on Harbor Drive and Broadway, SR-163 and 1-5 and on 
eight freeway ramps providing access to downtown from SR-163 
and 1-5. Further mitigation would require a significant 
reduction in the scale or volume of future development in the 
Project Area. The Final MEIR assessed the effect of 
alternatives which would provide for: development of remote 
parking in the Project Area; implementing reversible lanes on 
Harbor Drive; decreased intensity of development at the 
waterfront; a no project alternative; and a reduced density 
alternative. 

The Final MEIR assessed the effect of alternatives which would 
provide for: development of remote parking in the Project 
area; implementing reversible lanes on Harbor Drive; decreased 
intensity of development at the waterfront; no proj ect 
alternative; and a reduced density alternative. 

The scale or volume of the development in the Project Area 
could be reduced by reducing development at the waterfront and 
by both the reduced-and no-project alternatives. However, 
reduction of the intensity at the waterfront is not within the 
jurisdiction of The City of San Diego. Reduction of intensity 
through the no project and reduced density alternatives would 
be economically infeasible. 

The analysis contained in the Final MElS finds that 
anticipated Centre City development with no redevelopment plan 
would result in traffic and related noise increasing, and 
corresponding air quality decreasing over time, with none- of 
the coordinated planning and mitigation mechanisms available 
with the use of a community or redevelopment plan. Tha demand 
for public facilities a.nd services would continue without the 
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resources of redevelopment available. Furthermore, the loss 
of a coordinated plan for redevelopment would result in an 
underutilization of land within the urban core, thereby 
encouraging further development pressure in outlying areas, 
with the attendant potential significant impacts on regional 
traffic, air quality, energy consumption, public services-, 
loss of open space and potential loss of agricultural land. 
The no project alternative would not encourage the objectives 
and goals of the Redevelopment Plan, and other related 
documents, with respect to elimination of urban blight and 
incompatible land uses within the urban core. Physical, 
economic and social conditions would not be improved and could 
worsen placing a greater drain on city and county resources. 
The no project alternative would fiirther endanger the City's 
ability to promote the identified goals. 

2. With respect to significant air quality impacts; 

Even with implementation of the identified mitigations, 
significant air quality impacts associated with CO ocurrence 
on all street segments, ramps, and freeway segments that 
operate at an LOS of D or below, would occur even after 
traffic mitigations are implemented. Further mitigation would 
require a significant reduction in the scale or volume of 
future develoment in the Project Area. The MEIR assessed the 
affect of alternaties which would provide for decreased 
intensity of development; and the no project alternative. The 
scale or volume of development in tha Project Area could be 
reduced by both of the alternatives. The social, economic and 
other considerations which make these alternatives infeasible 
are the same as those described under paragraph above. 

V, The following discussion explains tha benefits of the 
redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex, as provided for in 
the proposed Development Agreement which outweigh the 
significant environmental effects of the redevelopment of the 
Navy Broadway Complex, as provided for in the proposed 
Development Agreement, which . cannot be avoided or 
substantially lessened. 

A. The proposed project would provide a 1.9-acra area for 
development by the City of San Diego of public open space 
at the foot of Broadway adjacent to the waterfront. 
There is the possibility that this area could be combined 
with adjacent area under control of the City and the San 
Diago Unified Port District to create an'up to ID-acre 
waterfront park. An open space area at the foot of 
Broadway has been long sought by the City, and is 
represented in a number of planning documents, including 
the Central Bayfront Desian Principles. At least 75 
percent of the linear ground level frontage of buildings 

21 



fronting the open space will be developed with retail, 
restaurants, and other public-oriented activities. The 
open space area could serve as a waterfront gateway to 
downtown San Diego. 

In addition to the 1,9-acre open space at the foot tff 
Broadway, pedestrian facilities and galleries would add 
another 3 acres of open space uses to the site. In all, 
the project will enhance pedestrian access to and use of 
the waterfront, and will be a substantial community 
benefit. 

3. Currently there is no access along S Street, F Street, or 
the extension of G Street through the Navy Broadway 
Complex- Pedestrian access to the waterfront from the 
downtown core and the Marina residential area is thus 
precluded along these streets. These streets would be 
opened and improved with wide pedestrian ways to provide 
enhanced pedestrian access to the waterfront. The 
extension of G Street will be improved to provide 60 feet 
of pedestrian access within a 120-foot right-of-way. 
This will provide substantially improved access between 
the G Street Mole and the Marina residential area. S and 
F streets will both be improved with approximately 35 
feet of pedestrian access within a 75-foot right-of-way. 

C. The major buildings on the site are industrial in 
appearance. The site, while well maintained, exhibits 
minimal architectural variation. The project will have 
architectural excellence, designed to step down from the 
downtown core to the waterfront. Towers will be designed 
to minimize view obstructions from inland areas, and to 
create a well-composed skyline compatible with existing 
and planned development. Low-rise elements will be 
designed to create interest and variety- Street level 
elements will be designed to provide a pedestrian scale. 
Fences and buildings that block views to the waterfront 
along G Street will be removed. High quality 
straetscaping and landscapihg will be established to 
promote a comfortable and enhanced pedestrian 
environment. Enhanced pedestrian walkways will be 
provided along Pacific highway, Broadway, and Harbor 
Drivea 

0. Up to 55,000 3? of unfinished space shall be provided for 
a community-sponsored group to develop a aauseua, with a 
likely orientation toward showcasing the maritime 
heritage of the City and the historic significance of 
this area of the waterfront. The museum would be 
designed to provide principle access to the open space 
area, to integrate proj ect design elements and further 
emphasise the pedestrian environment created by the 
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project. 

The Central Bavfront Design Principles were adopted to 
help guide development among the several jurisdictions 
and property owners located along the Central Bayfront. 
The design principles were incorporated into the 
preliminary Centre City San Dieoo Community Plan and the 
Navy Broadway Complex Project. The development agreement 
between the City and the Navy will provide assurance that 
redevelopment of this area, over which the City has no 
authority, will be compatible with other development 
existing and planned for the area. The Progress Guide 
and General Plan contains an objective for the central 
urbanized aree of the City of "attracting the most 
intensive and varied land use including office 
administrative, financial, residential, and 
entertainment, and strengthening the viability of the 
central areas through renewal, redevelopment, and new 
.construction." 

The waterfront area in the project vicinity is heavily 
used by residents, employees, and visitors. The Navy 
Broadway Complex, in its current configuration, does not 
enhance the area for waterfront users. The project as 
proposed will enhance San Diego's waterfront. The open 
space area at the foot of Broadway will provide the 
opportunity to create a component of a waterfront gateway 
to downtown San Diego. Pedestrian access to the 
waterfront will be substantially increased by the 
provision of access ways through the sits, and by 
providing pedestrian amenities along the various walkways 
adjacent to and through the site. The waterfront museum 
will also provide a substantially beneficial use 
complimentary to the waterfront. 

The project would provide approximately 10,800 permanent 
job opportunities at project buildout. Nearly 6,700 of 
these jobs would be with Navy personnel already in the 
region but more than 4,100 new employment opportunities 
would be created. This would enhance the economic base 
of downtown San Diego. 

The Navy Broadway Complex does not currently provide tax 
revenues to the City of San Diego, After redevelopment, 
•the'project site would generate property taxes, sales 
taxes, and transient occupancy taxes to 'the city of San 
Di ego. It is proj acted that the proj -act wold r et urn 
5253,197,000 net in revenues to the City of San Diego 
over the next 30 years. The assumptions and methodology 
used to derive this are described in detail on pages *-
139 through 4-143 of the draft EIS. This is e 
substantial benefit of the project, and provides revenue 
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to the City from a site that has not previously produced 
any public revenues. 

I. FINAL MEIR 

As described in Item V of Attachment A of Agency 
Resolution No. 2081 and City Council Resolution No. 
279875 certifying the Final MEIR and incorporated by 
reference. 

Significant unavoidable traffic and circulation and 
traffic-related land use impact is partially offset by 
the benefits of implementing the Redevelopment Plan which 
provides a synergistic mix of land uses that will reduce 
the number and length of regional trips as well as the 
number of trips made into downtown. 

Significant unavoidable air quality impact is partially 
offset by the implementation of an aggressive transit 
improvement program serving downtown. 

The Community Plan and related documents will allow the 
use of redevelopment methods to eliminate blight and to 
encourage development of new buildings and businesses 
which conform to the land use goals stated in the Centre 
City community Plan. The Plan will improve 
administration of the existing redevelopment projects as 
well as facilitate coordinated planning and 
infrastructure improvements between multiple 
jurisdictions for the benefit of the entire area, 
including the improvements on and adjacent to property 
owned by the Unified Port District, the federal 
government, and the Metropolitan Transit Development 
Board. 

Implementation of the Redevelopment Plan also partially 
offsets unavoidable traffic and circulation impacts by 
providing for transit, pedestrian, street freeway ramp 
and parking improvements that would not otherwise be made 
due to a lack of public resources and coordination with 
multiple jurisdictions. 

Public involvement through the redevelopment process 
would stimulate private reinvestment in the area and aid 
•the neighborhoods in effectively competing in the city-
wide demand for needed public improvements and services. 
The economic environment in and around the Redevelopment 
Project Area and Planning Area will thus be revitalized 
through new development, including continued increases to 
the property tax base and resultant increases to the taic 
increment available for redevelopment. Redevelopment 
will bring residents, employees and visitors into 
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PREFACE TO THE FINAL EIR 

The National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal year 1987, Public Law 99-661, authorized the 
Navy Broadway Complex project. The Navy and City of San Diego executed a memorandum of 
understanding (MOU) agreeing to enter into a development agreement, including a development 
plan and urban design guidelines for the project 

Because both the Navy and the City of San Diego must approve the deveiopmenl agreement, both 
an environmental impact statement (EIS) prepared in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and an environmental impact report (EIR) prepared in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) have been completed and address the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed project. 

This document is the Final EIR, for which the City of San Diego is the lead agency. In 
accordance with Section 21083.5 of CEQA, an EIS may be submitted in lieu of an EIR, to the 
extent that the EIS complies with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. According lo Section 
21083.7 of CEQA, when a project requires preparation of both an EIS (in accordance with 
NEPA) and an EIR (in accordance with CEQA), "the lead agency shall, whenever possible, use 
the EIS as such EIR as provided in Section 21083.5." As provided by Section 15150 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines, an EIR "may incorporate by reference all or portions of another document 
which is a matter of public record or is generally available to the public." 

The Final EIS was prepared to fully comply with the provisions of both NEPA and CEQA, and 
contains all discussions required by each act The Final EIS is being circulated concurrently with 
and to the same agencies and members of the public as the Final EIR. Please see the Executive 
Summary of the Final EIS for a general description of the project and the major environmenial 
issues associated with its implementation. 
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PREFACE TO THE DRAFT EIR 

The legislation authorizing the Navy Broadway Complex project is the National Defense 
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1987, Public Law 99-661. The Navy and City of San Diego 
executed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) agreeing to enter into a development 
agreement, which will include a development plan and urban design guidelines for the project. 

Because both the Navy and the City of San Diego must approve the development agreement, both 
an environmental impact statement (EIS) in accordance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) and an environmental impact report (EIR) in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) are being prepared to address the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed project. 

This document is the EIR, for which the City of San Diego is the lead agency. In accordance with 
Section 21083.5 of CEQA, an EIS may be submitted in lieu of an EIR, to the extent that the 
EIS complies with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. According to Section 21083.7 of 
CEQA, when a project requires preparation of both an EIS (in accordance with NEPA) and an 
EIR (in accordance with CEQA), "the lead agency shall, whenever possible, use the EIS as such 
EIR as provided in Section 21083.5." 

The EIS was prepared to fully comply with the provisions of both NEPA and CEQA, and contains 
all discussions required by each act As provided by Section 15150 of the State CEQA Guidelines, 
an EIR "may incorporate by reference all or portions of another document which is a matter of 
public record or is generally available to the public." This EIR incorporates by reference the EIS 
for the Navy Broadway Complex project Tlie EIS fully complies with CEQA and the State 
CEQA Guidelines, so the EIS shall also serve as the EIR for this project The EIS is being 
circulated concurrently with and to the same agencies and members of the public as the EIR. 
Therefore, a summary of the contents of the EIS is not necessary within this EIR. The address 
to submit comments and request additional information is provided below. 

CONTACT FOR INFORMATION AND SEND COMMENTS TO: 

Officer in Charge 
Western Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command Detachment 
Broadway Complex 
555 West Beech Street, Suite 101 
San Diego, California 92101-2937 
(619) 532-3291 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Written comments must be received at the above address by: ':'-':% 4 
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CONCLUSIONS TO EIR: 

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was prepared to address 
the environmental impacts of each of the proposed alternatives. 
This EIR incorporates the EIS by reference. The EIS addressed 
land use and applicable plans, transportation and circulation, 
aesthetics and viewshed, public services and utilities, 
socioeconomics, the physical environment, biological resources, 
air quality, noise, cultural resources, public health and safety, 
and energy and conservation. 

The preferred alternative. Alternative A, would include a 1.9-
acre open space area, a museum, and specific design guidelines 
consistent with existing plans. Beneficial impacts to land use, 
viewsheds, recreational facilities, and socioeconomics would 
result from this alternative. 

The proposed alternatives would include transportation demand 
management measures that would reduce the potential air quality 
impacts of the project. According to the California Air 
Resources Board, incorporation of these measures would 
demonstrate consistency with the State Implementation Plan. 

The Regional Air Quality Strategy establishes a goal of 
maintaining a Level of Service (LOS) C or better to reduce idling 
of times and vehicular emissions. Cumulative development in the 
project vicinity would create congestion (Level of Service D or 
below) at six intersections. The proposed project would 
contribute a substantial increment to this congestion at one to 
two of these intersections. City of San Diego standards provide 
that this incremental contribution to the region's non-attainment 
of ozone and carbon monoxide standards is a cumulatively 
significant unmitigated impact. 

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION OR ALTERNATIVES FOR SIGNIFICANT 
UNMITIGATED IMPACTS: 

The No Project alternative, which would retain the site in its 
current condition, would eliminate impacts to air quality and 
traffic circulation. Other alternatives considered in the EIS 
would have similar impacts to the proposed project. These 
alternatives would have a cumulatively significant air quality 
impact. 

MITIGATION MEASURES INCORPORATED INTO THE PROJECT: 

In order to mitigate adverse circulation impacts, intersection 
improvements would be made in phases timed to construction on the 
various blocks of the project site. The improvements include the 
addition of turn lanes at the Broadway/Pacific Highway 
intersection and the signalization of Harbor Drive north of 
Broadway and the Pacific Highway/Harbor Drive intersection. 



These measures would be implemented by the City of San Diego 
according to the proposed Development Agreement. Improvements to 
the Pacific Highway/Grape Street and Broadway/Front Street 
intersections are also planned by the City as recommended in the 
Centre City Transportation Action Plan. In addition, "E", "F", 
and "G" Streets would be extended through the project site. 
These measures would improve the levels of service (LOS) at three 
intersections from LOS E-F to LOS D. Other intersections would 
not be significantly adversely affected by the proposed project. 

A Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program would be 
proposed for the project to reduce peak hour traffic impacts. 
TDM measures include the provision of reserved carpool spaces and 
encouraging transit use by accommodating only 80 percent of 
parking demand on site. Other measures could include the 
provision of bicycle lockers and transit information. 

Operation of several intersections at LOS D would typically be 
considered a significant traffic impact. However, since the 
project site is located within Centre City where a densification 
of uses is necessary to support alternative commute modes, the 
project is not considered to have a significant traffic impact, 
from an operational standpoint, after the implementation of the 
above mitigation measures. 

Potentially significant impacts to cultural resources associated 
with modification or removal of Buildings 1 and 12 would be 
mitigated by compliance with measures determined through 
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer. 

Ann B. Hix, Principal Planner 

City Planning Department 



NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP) FOR A 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

LEAD AGENCY: 

The City of San Diego, California 

PROPOSED ACTION: 

The Department of the Navy, in coordination with the City of San Diego, is 
proposing to redevelop its land known as the Navy Broadway Complex. The 
project site is located on approximately sixteen acres in downtown San Diego 
adjacent to the San Diego Bay waterfront and consists of eight city blocks 
that are bounded by Harbor Drive on the west. Market Street on the south, 
Pacific Highway on the east, and Broadway on the north (see Exhibits 1 and 
2). The site is currently Improved with a series of sixteen miscellaneous 
office and warehouse buildings containing in excess of one million square feet 
of gross floor area. The buildings were constructed between 1922 and 1945, 

The Navy is proposing to consolidate in modern facilities the general 
regional administrative activities of the naval shore establishment in the San 
Diego area. These facilities are to be central to the San Diego naval 
commands, the population of the San Diego area and regional transportation 
systems. The Navy's objective is to redevelop this site through a public/ 
private partnership designed to meet the Navy's regional administrative office 
space needs in a manner that will compliment San Diego's bayfront 
redevelopment. Approximately one million square feet of Navy office space is 
contemplated to be developed on the site by a private developer(s) for use by 
the Navy, Additional mixed-use (e.g. office, hotel, specialty retail) private 
development on the site will be allowed which is intended to offset the cost 
of the Navy-occupied space thereby reducing cost to the taxpayer. 

A conceptual master plan and urban design guidelines will be prepared in 
coordination with the San Diego community through the City of San Diego to 
guide the development of the site. It is proposed that the Navy and the City 
will enter into a development agreement as the mechanism for approval and 
control of the site's development. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Prior to entering into such a development agreement, the City of San Diego 
is required to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in compliance with 
the CEQA. The Navy will also be preparing an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for its proposed actions In compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), Because of issues common to both and to facilitate 
administration, joint hearings and meetings will be conducted for the NEPA and 
CEQA processes. 

The EIR will be a full scope document that will cover all matters of 
potential environmental concern (an initial study is not attached to this 
NOP). The environmental analysis will address, but not be limited to, traffic 
and circulation, land use and planning, waterfront access, aesthetics and view 



corridors, public services and utilities, socioeconomics, geology and 
seismicity, extractable resources, hydrology and drainage, biology, endangered 
species and critical habitat, air quality, noise, cultural resources, coastal 
zone management, public health and safety, and energy conservation. 

Alternatives that are being considered include variations of private and 
Navy development on the Broadway Complex site, Navy-only development of the 
site, development of an alternative site in downtown San Diego, and no action. 

COMMENTS ON THE SCOPE OF THE EIR: 

The City of San Diego is requesting any comments you may have regarding 
the scope of the environmental analysis In the EIR. Because of issues common 
to both the Navy's environmental review and this process and to facilitate 
administration, the Navy is designated to collect and disseminate questions 
and comments regarding this process to the City of San Diego for response. 
Please submit comments, in writing, to the address provided below: 

Officer in Charge 
Western Division 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Detachment 
Broadway Complex 

1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, Califomia 92132-5190 

Attn: Captain Wayne Goodermote, CEC, USN 

Questions should be addressed to the same address or telephone inquiries can 
be directed to Anthony Prlnclpl, General Counsel, Broadway Complex Project 
Office, at (619) 532-3291. Written comments must be submitted by December 16, 
1988. 

In addition, joint public scoping meetings will be held to receive written 
and oral testimony from governmental agencies and the public about issues that 
should be addressed in the EIS/EIR. A morning session has been scheduled for 
agency representatives and an evening session for members of the public. The 
evening session will adjourn at 11:30 P.M. or earlier, if all comments have 
been received. The scoping meetings will be conducted by Captain Wayne 
Goodermote, the Officer In Charge of the Broadway Complex Project Office. The 
meetings will be informal. Individual speakers will be requested to limit 
their statements to five minutes. Written statements will be accepted at the 
meetings or they may be mailed to the address given above. 

Both meetings will be open to the general public at the times and 
locations indicated below: 

Morning Session Evening Session 

November 14, 1988 - 9:00 a.m. November 14, 1988 - 7:00 p.m. 

City Administration Building City Administration Building 

12the Floor 12the Floor 
202 'C Street 202 'C Steet 
San Diego, CA 92101 San Diego, CA 92101 
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Officer in Charge 
Western Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Cornmand 
Detachment, Broadway Complex 
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October 1990 



OTNAL E^fV?RONMnP^JTAf. IMPACT STATEMErO1 fEIS) 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

Pursuant to Section 102 of the National Envircmnestal Policy Act of 1969, 40 CFR 15G0-1508, 
and OFNAV Instruction 5090.1. 

PROPOSED ACTION 

Redevelopment cf the Navy Broadway Complex, San Diego, California 

LEAD AGENCY 

Department of the Navy 

ABSTRACT 

The Navy has identified a need for administrative oflice space to accommodate the regional 
administrative activities of the San Diego naval shore establishment in modem facilities at a site 
central to other Navy facilities in San Diego. Tne Navy Broadway Complex is centrally located 
on approximately 16 acres in downtown San Diego, adjacent to the San Diego waterfront. Tne 
site is proposed for redevelopment through a public/private partnership in a manner that will 
provide needed Navy office space and complement San Diego's bayfront while retaining support 
activities for the continued operation of the adjacent Navy Pier. The office space will be provided 
at no cost to the Navy on a portion of the site in return for a long-term ground lease of the 
remainder of the site to the private developer. 

Tne Navy and the City of San Diego will enter into a deveiopment agreement as the mechanism 
for approval and control of the site's development with approximately 3.25 miliion square feet of 
mixed uses that include Navy and commercial offices, a museum, hotel and retail space, and public 
open space. Alternative A described in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) has 
been selected as the preferred alternative. Tne Final Environmental Impact Statement (which 
incorporates provisions of the DEIS as shown in the table of contents) addresses the full range 
of potential impacts. Beneficial impacts will occur ihrough the improvement of physical and visual 
waterfront access, provision of active pedestrian areas, and improved aesthetics. Direct, project-
related adverse impacls will be mitigated to a level that is less than signincant. A significant 
unmitigated cumulative impact on air quality will occur. Tne proiect will be consistent with local 
plans for the Central Bayfront and the Centre City, as presented in the Central Bayfront Design 
Principles and the Centre City San Diego Community Plan. 

CONTACT FOR INFORMATION AND SEND COMMENTS TO: 

W. M. Robinson, Jr., Executive Director 
Western Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command Detachment 
Broadway Complex 
555 "West Beech Street, Suite 101 
San Diego, California 92101-2937 
(619) 532-3291 

COMMENTS ON THE FINAL EIS 

Written comments must be received by: ^ i ^ ' - 1#QC 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE QF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

The United States Department of the Navy is the owner and/or operator of IS administrative, 
support, and operational installations throughout the City of San Diego area. One such 
installation is known as the Navy Broadway Complex, which primarily contains administrative and 
warehouse facilities, and is the location of the Connnander, Naval Ease, San Diego; the Naval 
Supply Center, San Diego; and several other Department of Navy activities. Tne Navy Broadway 
Complex is centrally located to the other Navy installations on approximatsly 15.6 acres in 
downtown San Diego near the waterfront The site currently houses 405,753 square feet (SF) of 
otace, 179,616 SF of industrial/warehouse buildings, and 421,660 SF of industrial uses for the Navy 
with a total 1,007,029 SF of development. Although outside of the boundaries of the proposed 
project, the adjacent Navy Pier is supported by personnel at the Navy Broadway Complex and is 
part of the complex. 

The Naval Supply Center initiated long range plans in 1979 to move much cf the warehousing 
from the Navy Broadway Complex site to new, modem facilities located at existing naval 
operational bases in the San Diego region. Subsequent to this, a regional study cf Navy 
administrative and facility requirements was conducted. Tee study reaffirmed that the Navy 
Broadway Complex with the Navy Pier was essential for national security purposes. The Navy 
Broadway Complex was determined to be the most suitable site for Navy regional administrative 
offices because cf its central location in relation to other Navy installations, and its proximity to 
several major regional transportation facilities, including light rail transit lines, a railroad, several 
bus lines, and an extensive freeway complex. 

Redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex, with continued operation of the adjacent Navy' 
Pier, was approved by the Chief of Naval Operations in 1983. A need for up to 1 million SF of 
upgraded office space has since been identified to accommodate Navy administrative personnel. 

Tne typical means by which construction of Navy offices, or other military facilities, is funded is 
through Congressionally approved Military Construction (MILCON) appropriations, which are 
taxpayer-funded and Congressionally approved. However, Congress endorsed, through Public Law 
(P.L.) 99-661, a concept proposed by Navy planners and community groups by which the site 
wouid be developed at reduced cost to the taxpayers through a public/private venture. P.L. 99-561 
was a component of the National Defense Authorisation Act-of 1987. 

Tne legislation (and related Office of Management and Budget Guidelines) allows the Secretary 
of the Navy to enter into long-term leases of portions of the Navy Broadway Complex in 
consideration for the development cf the needed Navy office space on the site at co cost to the 
Navy. 

Tne Navy and the City of San Diego entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) on 
Tune 1, 19S7 to guide the planning and approval process for redevelopment of the Navy Broadway 
Complex. The MOU specifies that the Navy, in consultation with the City of San Diego, will 
prepare a development plan and urban design guidelines that will define the nature of 
development that will occur on the Navy Broadway Complex. The developmsat plan and urban 
design guidelines would become part of a development agreement between the Navy and the City 
of San Dieso. 

JB/O664OO01.EI3 xii 



PROPOSED ACTION 

Tne proposed action is described as Alternative A in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
In accordance with this alternative, the Department of the Navy proposes to redevelop the Navy 
Broadway Complex with 3,250,000 SF of mixed uses (including 300,000 SF of above-grade 
parking). Tne project is intended to provide a balance between developed and open space uses 
on the site, while meeting the Navy's office space objective. Designed to maximize community 
objectives, the project would provide for a number of beneficial uses. Such uses are described 
below. 

a A 1.9-acre cublic open space area would be provided for community use at the 
foot of Broadway, adjacent to the waterfront. Tnis area could potentially be 
combined with adjacent properties to create an even larger open space that 
could be considered a new waterfront gateway to downtown San Diego. 

a Up to 55,000 SF of space for a museum, which would be completed and 
operated by a community-sponsored organization. 

» Pedestrian and vehicular access would be developed along E, F, and G Streets 
and would be upgraded on all streets surrounding the site so that access between 
the downtown core and the waterfront would be improved. Access along the 
waterfront would also be improved by providing a midblock pedestrian passage 
carallel to the bavfront. 

a View corridors along E, F, and G streets would be opened to the waterfront. 

* Ground-level retail would be provided to encourage pedestrian use of the area. 

The proposed mix of uses for the project is shown below. Depending on market conditions, the 
square footage may be modified, with the overall square footage not to exceed 3,250,000 SF. 

» Navy office: 1 million SF 
« Museum: 55,000 SF 
» Commercial office: 650,000 SF 
» Hotel: 1,220,000 SF (1,500 rooms) 
« Retail: 25,000 SF 
» Above-grade parking: 300,000 SF (800 spaces) 
» Total parking spaces: 3,105 

The project would be designed so that the tallest buildings are in the northeastern portion of the 
site closest to downtown San Die^o, while shorter structures ste^ down to the waterfront to the 
west and south. The tallest building would be un to 400 feet in height, with the other buildings 
ranging from 100 to 350 feet. Buildings would have a slender desisn to crovide onen view 
corridors, < 

COORDINATION 

During preparation of the draft and final EIS, affected agencies were contacted for technical 
ifonnation and elaboration of agency concerns. Mitigation measures were developed in 

coordination with such agencies. Additional coordination with some of the listed agencies may 
be required during project implementation: 
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1. City of San Diego (traffic and other infrastructure improvements) 

2. Califomia State Historic Preservation Officer (cultural resources) 

3. National Park Service (cultural resources) 

4. California Regional Water Quality Control Board (temporary construction' 
dewatering) 

5. Federal Aviation Administration (construction within a Federal Aviation 
Regulation imaginary surface) 

A complete listing of all agencies consulted during preparation of the EIS is contained in Section 
12. A complete listing of all agencies and individuals who commented cn the draft EIS is included 
in Asnendix F. 

MAIOR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

The draft EIS disclosed the potential environmental impacts of the proposed action and provided 
mitigation measures to reduce the significant impacts. The draft EIS was based on environmental 
issues identified by the Navy and through an early consultation process, which included the 
October 13, 1988 circulation of a Notice of Intent to public agencies and interested individuals, 
and the November 14, 1988 public scoping meeting. The draft EIS was circulated for public 
comments on April 13, 1990, and a public hearing was held May 16, 1990. Tne public review 
period was closed June 4, 1990. Comments on the draft EIS and responses thereto are included 
in Appendix F, Complete enviromnental documentation required by law is contained in the draft 
EIS and the final EIS, which need to be read together to obtain a comprehensive understanding 
of the project and its environmental consequences. The following discussion summarizes the 
major findings of the EIS. 

Land Use aad Applicable F tos : Tae project is compatible with surrounding land uses and 
provides active pedestrian uses such as an ooen space area (1.9 acres), pedestrian corridors, and 
space for a waterfront museum. It would substantially improve waterfront access by extending E, 
F, and G streets through the site to the waterfront and providing pedestrian-oriented 
improvements. The project is consistent with public access, coastal deveiopment, and visual 
resource policies of the California Coastal Act. It is also consistent with the general principles 
adopted for development of properties in San Diego's Central Bayfront, as well as with the 
preliminary Centre City San Diego Community Plan. In addition, the project creates a strong 
linkage between downtown and the waterfront and implements the City-adopted goals of providing 
ocen space at tne icot oi Broadway an-u watenront-oneniSa land uses. 

Trgnspeirtation/Carcnlatfon: Development of Phase I of the project would not .substantially affect 
any intersections. Long-term project operations would adversely affect the operation of several 
intersections in the project vicinity. Affected intersections include Grape/Pacific, 
Broadway/Harbor, Broadway/Pacific, and Broadway/Front. Intersection improvements associated 
with the project or programmed by the City of San Diego would reduce impacts at each 
intersection to less than significant. In addition to the listed intersections, long-term cfroject traffic 
wouid significantly contribute to overcapacity conditions along Pacific Highway south of Broadway 
and First Avenue south of Ash. Planned hnprovements along First Avenue would reduce to less 
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han significant expected impacts along the segment south of Ash. With implementation of a 
.ravel Demand Management program, sufficient parking wouid be provided to meet parking 

demands onsite. 

Aesthetics aad Viiewsfaeds: Viewsheds would be altered by replacing or upgrading the existing 
buildings. The project would be designed to be visually compatible with the surrounding viewshed 
and would beneficially affect viewsheds by opening up and/or prctecring view corridors along 
Broadway and E, F, and G streets. 

Geology ag*̂  SeisaiEdSv: Tne site is considered to generally lie within the Rose Canyon fault 
zone. Tne project could be subjected to severe seismic shaking, with a potential onsite 
liquefaction hazard. Design measures to withstand geologic hazards would reduce adverse effects 
to less than significant. 

iesQigrces: Terrestrial biological resources are not present because the site is already 
developed, sc- no impacts would occur. No substantial shadows would be cast over -the bayfront 
during the time of the day when the sun is direct (after 9:30 a.m., even during the winter season), 
thus avoiding any potential significant effects to marine life. Mirrored glass wouid be prohibited 
in buildings, reducing the possibility for bird strikes. 

AJr OmalHitv: Substantial new vehicle trips wouid be generated. Am extensive Travel Demand 
Management Program would be implemented to substantially reduce the use of single-occupancy 
vehicles. The air quality management plan and State Implementation Pian are being updated to 
-^flecl current growth conditions. The primary means to reduce emissions will be a reduction in 

igle-occupancy vehicles. The project would be compatible. However, the San Diego Air Basin 
Has not attained standards for ozone and carbon monoxide. Tie project would contribute 
substantially to congestion at one intersection (Pacific/Grape). Because of the air basin's non-
attainment status, this would result in a significant contribution to cumulative regional air quality 
impacts. 

C l̂ifaĝ al Rssaarces: Tne site is underlain with artifacts from waterfront deveiopment between 
the lS8Gs and 19103. These materials are buried beneath the dredged fill placed onsite to create 
dry land for more development. Tne archaeology, while containing many artifacts, lacks 
stratigraphic integrity and context, and is therefore uniikeiy to contribute important information 
about San Diego's early history. The archaeological resources do not appear to qualily for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. This has been confirmed through 
consultation with the Califc-imia State Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation. Excavation for footinsi and other below-srade construction would destroy 
any archaeology that might exist but this would not result in the less of a significant resource. 
Should an unanticipated jignificant archaeclogical resource be discovered during project 
excavations, it would be evaluated and, if found to be important, would be treated in accordance 
with 36 CFR S00.11. 

Navy Broadway Ccmpsex Buildings 1 and 12. combined with the Havy Pier (located outside Ihe 
project boundaries), :ons a unit that represents every tnajor period of Navy development at this 
location. These strictures have been an architectural feature of the San Diego Harbor 2nd 
skyline for nearly 50 years. As a unit, they appear to quaiifv for the National Register of Historic 

'aces. Desaoiition or aay substantial modification of these structures wouid constitute a 
..gnificant impact. Specific mitigation has been developed in consultation with Califomia SHPO 
pursuant to the regulations (36 CFR 8G0) for implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
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Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470f). Tae Navy will record Buildings 1 and 12 in accordance with 
the Historic American Buildings Sur/ey Standards prior to demolition cr modification. 

PaMk Healtia aad Safet?: Minor hazardous waste spills were located or may be located on the 
site. In addition, transformers that contain PCBs are located on the site although none are known 
to be ieaidsg. Because the presence of hazardous waste can affect public health, this would be 
considered a significant impact with any cf the alternatives. There are no known major haz­
ardous waste spiiis or leaking underground storage tanks cn the site. Remedial action to remove 
and properly dispose of any hszardous waste found on the site will occur. Most of the existing 
buildings on the site contain asbestos. A potential public health hazard would result during 
demolition, when asbestos fibe^ could become air-bome. Tne project would be required to 
comply with the Federal Clean Air Act to protect the public from exposure to asbestos. 

A groundwater plume that has been contaminated with hydrocarbons is 1/3 mile (estimated) and 
dcwngradient of the Navy Broadway Complex. Groundwater quality testing-at the site found no 
evidence of contaminaticu. Although uniikeiy, temporary groundwater dewatering during 
subsurface construction could draw the olume toward the site. A National Pollutant Discharsc 
Eiiminatica System Permit covering the discharge ot construction dewatering effluent was issued 
by the Regional Water Quality Cc-ntrol Board. The developer will apply for authorization to 
discharge under authority of that permit 

Tne 4G0-foot-high bufiding on Block 1 would exceed non-cperaticnal imaginary height surfaces, 
but based on a Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) determinadon, would not result in a 
hazard to air navigation. Buildings on the easterly areas of Blocks 1, 2, and 3 would be obstruc­
tion lighted, per FAA standards. 
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SECTION 1 • 

INTRODUCTION 

On April 13, 1990 the Department of the Navy and the City cf San Diego distributed to public 

uaiicorma. in accoraance witn tne JMaticnai unvironmeniai î oucy Act (Nr-FA; ana the Laiilc-mia 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a 45-day public review period for the documents was 
provided, and it ended June 4, 1990. A number of written comments were received. In addition, 
a public hearing was held in San Diego on May 16, 1990 to receive oral comments. 

All comments on the DEIS and the DEIR, and the responses thereto, are presented in this 
document. Section 2 provides all the comments cn the dccuments, and Section 3 presents 
responses to significant environmental points raised in the comments. A number and letter (eg., 
"B-3") is placed adjacent to each comment in Section 2. Each comment is keyed to a response 
in Section 3 using this notation. 

•o 

This document, together with the DEIS, constitutes the final SIS (FEIS). 'Where a comment 
results in a change in the EIS text, a notation is made in the comment indicating that the text is 
hereby revised. The final EIR (EEIR), prepared in accordance with CEQA, is being circulated 
to the public by the City of San Diego simultaneously with this document Tne final EIR 
incorporates by reference this document. 
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SECTION 2 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

i.l LIST OF COMMENTATORS 

All comments on the DEIS are listed below with the letter designation assigned for cross-
referencing purposes. This list represents all comments received as of June 4,1990. The verbatim 
comment letters and a verbatim transcript of the public hearing are presented in Section 2.2. 

2.1.1 WRITTEN COMMENTS 

A- Robert S. Joe, United States Department of Army, Corps of Engineers, May 22, 1990 

B. Kenneth W. Holt, M.S.E.H., United States Department of Health and Human Services, 
May 24, 1990 

C. Montague D. Griffin, May 25, 1990 

D. Don L. Nay, Port of San Diego, May 31, 1990 

E. James T. Cheshire, State of California, Department of Transportation, June 1, 1990 

F. Michael J. Stepner, City Of San Diego, City Architect, May 31, 1990 

G. Craig Adams, June 3, 1990 

Dwight E. Sanders, State of California, State Lands Commission, June 4: 1990 

I. Harry E. Wilson, June 1, 1990 

J. Norman W, Hickey, County of San Diego Chief Administrative Office, June 1, 1990 

K. Frederick M. Marks, Citizens Coordinate for Century 3, June 4, 1990 

L. Robert ?. Martinez, State of California, Office of Planning and Research, June 4,1990 

M. Gordon F. Snow, Ph.D., State of California Resources Agency, June 4, 1990 

N. Dennis J. O'Eryant, State of California, Department of Conservation, May 24, 1990 

O. Peter M. Douglas, California Coastal Commission, June 8, 1990 

?. Max Schmidt, Centre Citv Develooment Corporation, June 13 1990 

Q. Deanna M. "Wieman, United States Environmental Protection Agency, June 15, 1990 

2X2 ORAL COMMENTS RECEIVED AT MAY IS, 1990 PUBLIC HEARING 

HA. Colleen Cronin, National Safety Associates 

xiB. Den Wood, C-3 and the Bayfront Coalition 

2-1 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
(.OS dMC£L£S S t s m C T . CORPS Of iMOiwesas 

PQ. BOS 3 r i l 
135 AHCSLES. C U f O n N I A St»U-I32S 

T 22, 1990 

Of f i ce of t h e Chief 
Savironicental Rasourcas Branch 

0000001 

H r . L .D. Hisico 
Director of Planning 
ITavai Facilities Engineering CaacBand Detachment 
Broadway Complex 
555 West Besch Street, Suits 101 
San DiegOj, Califomia 32101-1S37 

Dear m yiisAO z 

We have reviewed the Draft Envircnaaental Impact Statement " 
from your office, and tha Draft Environmental Impact Report from 
the City of San Diego for the Navy Broadway Complex Project, as 
requested in a letter from your office, dated April 13,'1390. 

Work in vatsrs of the United States might racuire a permit 
under Section 404 cf the Clean Water Act or Section IC of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act, Plaase give cur Regulatory Branch 
documentation that clearly describes the area and extent of any 
proposed work: in water courses and adjacent wetlands to help us 
make that determination. 

If the proposed project involves any Federal assistance 
through funding cr permits, compliance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.'s.C, 
470f3 and implementing regulations, 3 6 CFR 300,. will be required. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this 
document, 

Sincerely, 

sfc' i 

A-l 

Hn 
i •> J ' 

Chief, Planning Divisi, 



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTi. -t HUMAN SERViCES Public Health Servics 

10000^ 
Centars for Disease Cortrai 
Atlanta GA 30333 

Hay 24, 1330 

Off icer in Charge 
Western Division Naval F a c i l i t i e s Engineering 

Command Detachment 
Broadway Complex 
555 West Beech S t r e e t , S u i t e 101 
San Diego, Ca l i fo rn ia 92101*2937 

Dear S i r s 

We have completed our review of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for the Navy Broadway Complex Project, San 
Diego, Califomia. We are responding cn behalf of the U.S. 
Public Health Service, 

'$e note that existing onsite contaminates, particularly asbestos 
ind PCS1 s, have been investigated and does not pos® imminent 
health threats. • If any demolition occurs, the Navy will use 
acceptable practices in compliance with the Clean Air Act, and 
other Federal and State requirements to minimise potential 
exposures. Also, ve note that several areas with questionable 
contamination will require further investigation, and remedial 
action to removs.and properly dispose of any hazardous waste 
found onsite will occur to ensure protection of public health. 
We believe this DEIS has adequately addressed potential adverse 
impacts and appropriate mitigative measures, and we do not 
anticipate any significant public health impacts from the 
proposed action. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this DEIS. Please ensure 
that we are included cn your mailing list to receive the Final 
EIS for this project and future DEIS's develooed under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

S-1 

ncerely yours . 

nneth w. Hol t , M.S.E.H. -• 
Environmental Health S c i e n t i s t 
Canter for Environmental Health 

and Injury Control 
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0000003 
MOMAGUS D. GRIFFIN 
203k UPAS STREET 
SAN DIEGO CA 9210k 
MAI 2 5 , 1990 

caffisars ON THE DBAJT ENVHOMCSTAI. IMPACT STATSXSXT: 
KAVT BHOADWAr CCKPIEI ?r9DJEC73 SAN DIEGO, CALIJORNIA 

l a Genera l Canments 

Nona of t h e ssven A l t e r n a t i v e s . b e s t , s e rves tha poiblic i n t e r e s t of tha c i t i z e n s 

of San D i e s o . All have s u b s t a n t i a l l i a b i l i t i e s , including; i n c r e a s e d iinpawts on 

f i r e and pol ice pro^ect ior i j t r a f f i c , c i r c u l a t i o n and p a r k i n g , schoo l* , r e c r e a t i o n j 

a i r q u a l i t y , viswsoapes and a e s t h e t i c s , and th* £ayfror.t o v e r a l l . Al l a re growth--

i n d u c i n g . 

Granted t h e va l id i t y of the CMC's c - tarmination t ha t the Navy r e q u i r e s ens m i l l i o n 

squa re f e e t of Kavy o f f i c e s p a c e , t h e ncsx. app ropr i a t e a l t e r n a t i v e i s for t h e Navy 

t o fo l low tha Mi l i t a ry Const r - ic t ion Appropriat ion p r o c e s s , j u s t i f y the cevelopfflent 

iscala and costs to Coi-.gress. a r t fund t h e o s r s i m c t i o n froa F e d e r a l funds, c o n s t r u c t C-2 

the approved project wholly on " lack 2 , and lease t h a e t h e r t h r s e blocks cf t h e s i t e 

to . the C i ty of San Diego f o r purposes of Jayf.-ont pa rk and open space . Only t h i s 

approach w i l l t ru ly minimizs t h e development impacts and maximise the pu::l io o e n e f i t , 

^hs DEI?, does not add re s s the accncxic r i s k of the pronosr.d p u b l i c - p r i v a t e 

i sve lopnsr . t venture p r o c e s s . Developing rr.ore nrsjor h o t e l s downtown i s a rlsicy 

; u2 i r 1 s s3 . Ihsrs i s no g u a r a n t e e of s u c c e s s . The e r . t i r s o r o j e c t as prcccsed i s based 

icon t h r e e tenuous h y p c t h e s e s : (1) t h a t p r i v a t e developr.er.t -uan oe undertaken w i t h i n Q.3 

;he Na'ry's reouired t ime f rame, {2) that- the p r i v a t e p o r t i o n cf th-s p ro j e c t w i l l j 

:* f i n a n c i a l l y v i ab l e , and (3 ) t h a t the u l t imata .;cst to t axpayers ^ i i l a* l e s s , j 

rha r s i s a s u b s t a n t i a l p r o b a b i l i t y t h a t tha p ro jec t w i l l s o s t tha t^xpaysrs T.orej i 
I 

lot l e s 3 ; as 2 result of tha Havy's saproach. 
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OOOOOOii . ? - KONTAGUE D. UHTfTIS 
SHOADtfAr GCMPLEI 

GiT^n t h e oppor tun i ty , I b e l i e v e most San Die ;ans would p r e f e r t o see a c l a a n - c u t , 

c u t - i n - t h s - o p e n f inanc ing for a p r o j e c t c o n s i s t i n g of e x a c t l y what the Usvy requi res ; 

for i t s a d m i n i s t r a t i v e f a c i l i t y on the Bayfront , ns l e s s and no mere, and ded i ca t e 

the remainder of i t s f ron taga fo r the pub l i c gocdo 

2 . S p e c i f i c Canntents 

( a ) Page 1-3. ? £ r a . 1 . 2 , 1 

Only an a l t e r n a t i v e such as t h a t suggested ir . para.-jraph !<• above would provide 

s i g n i f i c a n t downtown Bayfront open space, a c c e s s , and view c o r r i d o r s . 

(b ) -Page 1-12, A l t e r n a t i v e Z 

A l t e r n a t i v e £ i s f a t a l l y marred by i t s e x o r b i t a n t use of the e n t i r e s i t e . . I t i s 

an i l l - c o n c e i v e d and I n a p p r o p r i a t e implsiasntat icn of the c o r r e c t concept for the 

^eet^ 

( c ) -S-^e 1-12, A l t e r n a t i v e F 

A l t e r n a t i v e F i s a d i s t a n t second choice fo r the p r o J e s t , but c s r t a i n l y , on 

b a l a n c e , p r e f e r ab l e t o A l t e r n a t i v e A because of t h e g r e a t e r p o t e n t i a l for a 

fcot-of-Broadwsy p a r k . 

(d) f*.-. js U-7U s t s s c 0 , P a r a , U.3 Aes the t ics and Viewsheds 

Viewed fror. any a soac t ? the p r e f e r r e d A l t e r n a t i v e A and s e v e r a l of tha o t h e r s 

a r e s e r i o u s l y d e t r i m e n t a l t o Tayfront a e s t h e t i c s =-

( e ) Frige L - l l l , E f f e c t s of Shadows 

10 arn and 2 pn shadowgrams do not with a ^ real ism p o r t r a y tha sx t r ao -d ina ry ' 

e f f e c t s of sun l i gh t blockage by high r i s e ' c i i l d i n g s , One tan only lauah at t h s 

unwarranted and unsuppor ted s ta tements wi th in tha l a s t paragraph of pa*? i i - l l i i a 

• f } ? s ? 2 li-122, Tab le U3I>-3 

J... ^isw of the s e r i o u s e f f o r t s to reduce water u sage , the d a i l y consumptive water 

use da t a should oe r e v l r e d downward0 
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QQi 
MOWTAGUE D. GHIfFIN 
BROADWAr COI-WIZX 

(g) Page ii-126. Para, hoh*! 

This sect ion should ident ify for the proposed p ro jec t any on-s i t e toxic and 

hazardous materisls usage and s to rage , 

(h) Page ii-HUi, Geology and Seismicity 

The DEI?, does not provide an adequate discussion cf s i t e g e o l o s r , s e i sn i c i ty j 

iden t i f i ca t ion cf the fracture scne, or l i q u i f i c a t i o n po t en t i a l . Core sample depth 

(hk feet) appears Inadequate. Discussion of mit igat ions appear to be absent. 

( I ) ^a-ie l i - l51, ' iJiological Hssouross 

While i t i s possible that the very l imited d i scuss ion of biolotd-csl resources 

adequately describes tha po ten t i a l iirpaots to the b io logica l resources of tha 

bayfront, there i s a conspicuous absence of any posi t ive contr ibut ion by the 

project to enhsacsasnt cf the soelcgical ( s s p s e i a l l y avian) envlrorment* 

( J ) Pa^a h-lSh, Meteorology 

Wind rose and mean spaed s t a t i s t i c s are r̂ ot an adequate oasis upon wnich to 

evaluate building prof i les and orientations™ or .^lasa exposure. Vine speed 

d i s t r i b u t i o n functions should oe aiven as a function of building heights, 

(k) Pa^s 7-1, Para. T. j j Aesthetics and Viewsheds 

This paragraph seriously misstates tha consequences of the proposed project . 
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00^03 KOSTAGUS D. GRIFFIN 
SHDADV/AI COMPLEX 

j * ryoogrsphical Errors " i . TT7 

( a ) ?ag3 U-liiZ 

Within the first •"bullet", second ssntanca, replace "F-' by "GM 

(b) Pags k-203 

Within the legend, -the page citat ions are missing* 
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OFFICE OF THE 
PORT 0IR2CTOR 

a i ' " ' ^ " * 

bit 
and Lindbergh Field Air Terminai 

*o£ *" {SIS) 29V3SOQ » RO. Soa 483, San Diego, Caiifomia 92r!2 

May 31, 1S90 

Officer In Charge 
Westsrn Division Naval Faci l i t ies Engineering 

Command Detachment, Broadway Complex 
555 West Beech Straet, Suite 101 
San 01 ego, CA 92101-2937 

Subject: Navy Broadway Ccmclex Project EIS/EIR 

Dear Sir: 

Our review of this document has prompted tha Identification cf areas 
where it is falt that there Is a daf 1 ciency 1 n the 1 nfonnat 1 on 
provided. These mattars deal with: (I) the ab111ty of the project 
to stand on its own merits without shifting development costs to other 
entities, (2) encroachments into the Lindbergh Field flight path, (3) 
curtailment of direct access by the closure of Sroadway from downtown, 
and (4) a continuation of a serious deficit In the provision cf on-site 
parking facilities. 

The project should be evaluated so that it would stand cn its own 
merits rather than to continue the efforts to use adjacent properties 
not owned or controlled by the Navy to add amenities. The District 
retains planning jurisdiction for its area, and has not assumed 
responsibility to carry forward the Navy's, general proposals on Port 
lands. In particular, the public cost created by this development plan 
should be documented for ihe cost of suggested off-site open space, 
street closures, and new street systems. Public subsidies necessary 
for the museum operations proposed in the project should also be 
identified in the EIS. 

The Navy's plan proposes a 400 foot tall building which is a 100 foot 
encroachment into the aircraft flight path at the foot *of Broadway, 
The EIS should . discuss tha cumulatiys impacts of flight path height 
clearance encroachments by individual buildings in this area. 

The closure of Sroadway to direct vehicular traffic will' curtail access 
frcrn downtown to Harbor Drive and the adjacent shoreline. In tha area 
between Ash Street and Markst, which consists of a six block length. 

D-1 
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Officer in Charge 
Western.Division Naval Faci l i t ies Englnee: 

Corranand Detachment, Sroadway Complex 
Hay 31, 19BO 
Page 2 

'ins 

Broadway is the only street at present which links downtown to the 
shoreline.- The District's current planning policies encourage 
retention of Sroadway as well as a new street to serve S Street Pier 
which would run across Port properties on an alignment close to 3 
Straet extended. Tne streets proposed by the Navy's plan for C Street 
and the linkage from C to Broadway are not consistent with cur planned D-3 

be bulIt, and under those circumstancas, draw conclusions as 
impact of traffic on the intersections in the area. 

All of the Navy's proposed development alternatives contain severe 
deficiencies in on-site parking supply. Since the proposals only 
provide from 50 to 55 percent of the total on-site parking demand, an 
•nusually heavy . reliance is placed upon transportation demand 
management techniques and on adjacent areas to fully meet the parking 
demand generated by the proposed development. The Navy appears to be 
providing only about 21 percent of its total on-site parking demand, 
which has placed undue competition for available parking spaces in the 
surrounding streets, adjacent parking areas, and In those areas 
allocated for commercial activities at S Straet Mole, Seaport Villacs, 
and Lane Field. In the future, it Is not anticipated that these areas 
wi 11 be aval 1 abl e to meet the parking demand of Navy property 
development. The project tends to continue the adverse impact of 
inadequate parking facilities on Navy property, both at the proposed 
Broadway"Complex development and at the Engineering Facilities Command 
on Pacific Highway. 

Corrections to tha contents cf the £13 are suggested. On page 3-5, 
the rsport states, "...provision of open space outside cf the project 
boundaries is not part cf this project.../' yet numerous illustrations 
show a dependent interface with a proposed open space area outside the 
project (Figures 3-4, 3-5, 3-5s 3-5, 3-149 and 4-4). The referenced 
maps should be corrected to reflect the current status of the adjacent 
area as shown in Figures 3-10, 3-11, 3-12, and 3-15, On page,4-11, 
the Illustration of pedestrian orianted streets 3 walkways, and plazas, 
should be corrected to show the planning policies of the Port Master 
Plan if this document (the £13} Insists on covering those areas outside 
of the jurisdiction of the military. As presented, the representation 
seems to imply official sanction where none exists. 

fhe di scusslon cn page 4-20 deal 1ng wi th the Port's pianning 
jurisdiction and review by the California Coastal Commission should 

1 
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Officer in Charge 
Western Division Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command Detachment, Broadway Complex 

May 31, 1990 
Page 3 

be revised. The California Coastal Conanission would only review a 
project already identified In the Port Master Plan If It falls within 
the definition of an appealable development In the California Coastal 
Act. If a development is determined net to be consistent with the Port 
Master Plan, then the project could not proceed or a plan amendment 
would be filed for review and certification by the California Coastal 
Cooissicn. 

D-7 

Vary t r u l y yours. 

L. MY 
Port Director 
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I i - . * OF CaLIFCaaiA-BUSiaESS, TRAHSPOtTATiai AMD EffiUSIMC AS£»C? JlcOass OEUKHEJIAN, Savemor 

DEPAKTMEMT OF T5A>6K3Sn^lON 
DISTRICT 1 1 , P.O. 302 85^06, SAM SISSC 521S6-S406 GOOOQO CJ 

J u n e l , 1930 

ll-SD-005 
(SD-Csntrs City) 

Officer in Charge 
Western Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Coannanfi Detachment 
Broadway Complax 
555 W0 Beech Straet, Suite 101 
San Diego, CA S21C1-2937 

Attention L0 S= Misko, Dirsctcr of Planning 

Dear Mr. Mislcos 

DEIS/DEIS for the Navy Brcadway 
Coaolesc Proi-ect. San Siego. CA 

Caltrans District 11 ooaunents are as follows: 

Page 4-4 7: These highway isproveaents have net been prograaaed 
by Caltrans. Page 4-73 indicates that they are based cn 19SS 
SANDAG infomaticn. 

The Kavy and the City cf San Diego should prcvida financing for a 
southbound direct connection from Interstate Route 5 to Pacific 
Eighvay- That mitigation would help to provide additional capac­
ity for the increased traffic in the Centre city-area. 

Our'-contact person for Interstate 5 is Jia Linthicua, Project 
Manager, Project Studies Branch "3". (61S) 237-S952. For infor­
mation cn Transportation Deaand Management (TDM) strategies 
contact Manuel Deaetrs, Chief, Regional Ridesharing Branch, (519) 
237-?00Lo 

Sincerely, 

JESUS M, GARCIA 
District Director 

Environmental Planning Branch 
'vJAMES T 

KO^ec 
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THE CITY OF 

325 "B" STREET • SUITE 2002 * SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92201 - 44U 

PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT 

OFFICE OF THE 
ZIT f ARCHITSCT 

SCG-iSOO 

Hay 31f 1990 

Mr, L. D, Misko 
Director of Planning 
c/c Officer in Charge 
Broadway Complex 
555 W. Beech Street, Suite 101 
San Diego, CA 92101-2937 

Subject: Brcadway Ccaplex Draft EIR/EIS 

Dear Hz. Misko: 

This is in response to your request for written comments on the 
above referenced document. As you are aware, the City Architect's 
Office has been included in negotiations which will culminate in a 
development agreement between the U.S. Navy and the City of San 
Diego for development of this sixteen-acre"site- We are also 
aware that the City of San Diego is the lead agency cn this 
EIR/EIS. Because of our role in the development agreement and our 
responsibility to relate to projects of this magnitude from both a 
planning and urban design perspective, we felt it appropriate to 
forward these comments for your consideration. 

As part of this development agreement proces'i, the City Architect 
has orcvided considerable input into the evolution of the 

and 
preferred al ternat ive for th i s project {Alternative A) . In 
addi t ion , the Broadway Complex Coordinating Committee (SCCGJ a^ 
the Centre City Planning Committee (CCPC) have provided 
considerable direct ion to the Navy for development of t h i s s i te 
and others on the Central Bayfront-

because they may vary in some way from both Alternat ive A and each 
otherr none cf these a l t e rna t ives achieves the saae consistency 
with the s ta tsd-object ives of these plans. 
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Mr. L. D. Misko 
Nay 31, 1930 
Page 2 

Two areas which we feel warrant further clarification ere: 1) the 
exoressed need in Alternative A for 300 above-grade parking spaces 
(depicted as 300 spaces in a five to sijc floor, 300,000 SF 
encaosulated above-grade structure), and 2) tha mitigation of 
regional air quality degradation as a result of the proposed 
increase in vehicle traffic in the area as a result of this 
project. 

F-2 

Bayfront. We feel that this- alternative should be developed 
r-3 

p' 

In summary, we find the proposals in Alternative A to be in 
substantial conformance with both existing and proposed Centre 
City Planning. The two (2) items referenced above are significant 
in both their impact cn the urban form of the city and the 
region's air quality, and should be evaluated in subsequent 
responses to comments on the EIR/EIS, 

Questions regarding this letter should be addressed to 
Lawrence C, Konserrate, Principal. Planner {519-533-4515). 

Sincerely 

HS % L.w -rye 

Maureen Stapleton, Deputy City Manager 
Ernest W, Hahn 7 Chairman' CCPC 
Pam Hamilton? Executive Vice President, CCDC 
Ann Hix, Development end Environssntal planning 



25 Arbor Drive. San Diego. CA S21Q3—619/293-3649 

June 3.1990 

OGOGGO? 

u u 4 2 2 4 

Offlcsr In C^a^s 
Western Dlvislm Havai Fxf 1UI@ Engineering Command Dstachmsnt 
Brcsiws/ Ccmplsx 
555 Wesl Sescfi Strsat, Suite 101 , 
Sen O t o . California 92101-2937 JITJ H 4 ^o i'il 'SO 

Subject Ccmmsnts On the Draft Envlronmentai Impact Slatsment <t i5), Mavy 5nadV8y:Coaip38s-Project» 
San Diego. California 

Attenticn: Offlcsr in Charge 

The following review ccmmsnts ara offered to assist the United Stats Wavy in its planning and daiibsraticn 
concerning Us future pi^s for tne Srcsdway Compisx sits In San DIS^D -and to aid public officials, sudn as members 
of the San Oi^o City Council, who will rsprsssnt the citizens of this ccmmunity in negotiations concerning this 
matter. 

The author of these ccmmsnts hes cicsely foliowsd ̂ veiopments relating to Centre City planning In San Diego over 
the lest year and sne-ftolf - incSudlr̂  attendance during 'this period sf neariy aii ihe meetings cf the Sroadway 
Ccmpiax Cccrdlnetlcn Orsup snd the Centra City Pisnning Ccir.mntea The author has training In planning, a 
masters e=grs3 In Metropolitan Studies from Syrscusa University plus sn MBA from the University cf Wisocnsin 
and orcfsssional planning experience s the Deputy Director end Dirsctcr of the Wisconsin State Planmng and 
Energy Office. These comments s n offered cn my own behalf as an Interested citizen and do not represent any 
cr^nissd ̂ roup. 

The remarks are pressnied in three sections: i) summary of comments; 2) elaboratlcn cf comments cn maior 
points; end 5) mora technical comments concerning specific ssctlcns of the EIR. To simplify matters, sxceot 
where there are references to specific alternatives, such as Altemativs F, aii the rsmarfcs are directed to the EiR's 
treatment of Alternative A, the Navy's preferred alternative. 

Although these comments raise some concerns about the canpletaness of the EiR analysis in specific respects, tha 
Nevy shcuiti be commended for the general breadth of scope and thorcuohness of tre EIR. Cf special note is the 
provision af the pairsd phctcgrachs and visual simuiatlcns which depict pancrsmic views of the propeed sits 
development and the surrounding arss. This matarial should prove very helpful to Vision mafcsrs in svaiusting 
the asthstics and viewshed. The t\P. Is weii or^nizsi and provides a ^neraiiy comprshenslye and olaer beis f ^ 
puDiic discussion and public official action. The foilcwlng canmsnts are intend^ to enhance its csmpletenass and 
usfulriess, 

* 

SUMMARY COMMÊ nS 

i ) The untferlying policy issue involves the appropriateness of applying the "co-lGatlcn* concept, whereby 
a new New office fecilit/ wouid be dsvelcpsd at no- cr low-ocst to the g^s^ i taKpeyers by revenue 
^ ina j from privsts davslcpment on the site. Sssaise the Draft E3S sevsraly limits its discussion cf - .. 
aits^nstiv^ that do net maKlmla the c o - l ^ i o n objective, it Is dtflteuit fcr citissns uti vollo,' massrs to 
essss the re jativs edvante^s - or d l ^ d v a i t ^ - of the co- Icotlcn ^prsch. 
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Page 2 - Comments on Soradway Complex EIR 
By Crtag Adams 

The altarnet!vs. which eEplcr® potential reus cf the site under a traditicnai funding apprcsch, should be ' 
refined - or an additional alternative csvelcped which can test the relative benefits and costs of a reducaJ 
smphasis on the no-taxpayer-cost, oo-iccetion sppi^ach. Th^ canstrucllon of an alternative which 
emphasizes surfacs parking das not present a rssscnsbla C O T D ^ I S ^ 

3) Depending on interpretation, there ere a number cf instencss where the racammendsd prcjs^ aitK*rtat1vs 
might be in conflict with planning policies estabitshsd by the Sta^ and the City. Specificaiiy. thee inciwis 
Ihe CiV's polic/ supporting 3 ccncss'itratad offica and scmmK*cia! rara end stepped intensity arm sale of 
(fevsicpment toward the waterfront and the State's manegsment of tldBiaf^s which stresses the u s of this 
scare resource fcr dirsctly ccssn-relatsd usa In asne esses tha EiS wersojlcs thes issues; in others It 
supplies its own ccnciusicns besai cn Hmitsd technical information which & net a&ress the ranga sf 
trade-offs or sme !csy s r ^ sf policy judgement 

4) The EiS dess not highlight the fact that office dsvalopment located literally on the waterfront is a brsak 
with previous planning policiss in San Diego. Undar present Stats and City policies it is net siksiy that 
high-rise, general ccmmorcia? offices could be dsveiopsd in the tidelands arsa, axcept as the jurisdictions 
of thea two entities are supercssd by fssra i authority. Policy makers shcuid have mors information 
than is presented on the implications of this type of dsvelcpment for other areas of the core and with 
respect to the utilization cf 3 very sssre rascurca — waterfront land 

S) P revlous transportation studies nave cendudsd there was the potential for significant ccngasticn on Centre 
Cii:/ freeways and freeway ramps ss 'the result of planned dsvelcpment in ihe Centre City. The Sroadway 
Complex Project wouid increase the previously analysed deveioproent level. However the EiS dess net 
systematically sddrsss potential impacts cn the freeway and freswsy ramp system. 

AREAS GF CONCERN REGARDING THE EIS 

isj-5 

Trsetrngnt nf the ^-intation Concsgt The underiying public policy issue facing both fsdarai and Iccal dscisicn 
majors concerning the Sr^cway Complex facility involves the Navy's proposal to offset the ccst cf devsiepmant of 
a new San Diego Regional Administrative Office by mans of a ground less and private development on a large 
prcpcrtlon cf the present Navy sits. The proposed co-lccatlcn approach Invalvss potential trade-offs between the 
ccst savings to the nation's general taxpayer and potential benefits that might be gained by alternative uses for the 
Brodway Complex sits other than these nscsssary tc scocmclish the nc-oost ccjectlvs fcr new Hsvy office 
csveiopment. These types of trade-offs are not d is r^^S ncr, as argusi in the fcilcwing point, Is adequate 
informaticn orovidsi about alternatives tc weigh Ihese ocnsi&ratlcns. 

The need for, priority of and iocatiOR for anew Hevy ragicnal office facility is bat addressed cy w lg^ l f ^ the 
o r c p ; ^ pro] act against others in the astablished Defense Department and Ccngrassscnal budgetary precis, 
recusing on the cost-tc-taspe/er reductions made prasible bssua of the fortuitous loatlcn cf tha presant facility 

hat has become valuable property is a questionable rsscurca allccatien and commitment pmcadure. 

MS 
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fCKiOOV 
Page 3 - Comments on BoraCwsy Complex EiR 

Sy Crlag Adams 

and sppropriEtion prossjns «vj the rsua, unt^ establtshej prccsduras, of the pcrtiE^ of the sits net needed fcr 
thseffice facility. +~ 

Tha EIS provide a very restricted set of infcrmatlcn.to ssist in this type of svaiusticn. Alternative E, which is 
intendad tc provide a point of comparissn involving traditional funding fcr Navy office Sveiopment cn the site, is 
aspacisily uncrsstive and does not reflart alternative benefits which would be pcssibls with traditicnai 
development cf 3 new Navy office facility. The impllcaticn that the only alternative u s fcr much of the sits - if a G-7 
new Navy office were iSvelcpef from trsdtticnel funding sources - wouid be for surface panefng is either 
unimaginative or IKS than sfc-aightferwerd. 

As an sxamp ie of the typs of alternative that wouid be possible, i would direct the Navy's and other intersstad 
parties' attention to ihe feign concept which was developed by an architectural team heeds! by Rob Quigley in a 
design com petition for the 6 Street Moie which immediately adfoins the Sroadway Complex property. Quigieys 9 
Straet Mcie Embarcadero proposai included a mix cf vsss seme serving the commerda] fishing industry, an urban 
amphitheater plus community and visiter fed l i t i s , including an aquarium, informaticn center, fishing museum, 
theater and retail activities. 

In affect, the Navy is indicating that -much of the orient Navy Sroadway Ccmpiex facility is surplus to its direct 
mission nesds. This perspective is sspecialiy Interesting in light of the fact that the Sroadway Complex properties 
have bssn dssdsd to the Fsderal Government by the City of San Diego - presumable for u s In the dirsct exardse sf 
federal government activities. 

There are well established procedures for tha disposal of surplus fedsrai prcpert/. The EiS doss not acknowledge G-S 
this option ncr doss it identify the types of reuse, end the esscciatsd benefits, possible under such a scsnario-
specificaily tne potential for iower-scale snd lower-density deveiopment Immsdiatsiy adjacent to the Bay and the 
potential fcr s largsr commitmenflo public open spece. in edditicn, the options do net explore the tracs-effs that 
might be possible try partial ufflof the co-location cencept to offset a portion cf the ccst cf anew Navy office 
facility, it ms/ be up to iccal community interests tc formulate this type of alternative. 

PLANNING and LAND USE CONSISTENCY 

Until the Srcsdway Complex csveiopment w s prepesed by the Navy, there w s little formal Iccal planning 
censieration of the propessd site - apparently the various local planning entitle assumed the property wouid 
ccntinus in direct Navy us fcr maritime-rsieted activities. Neither the Port's Embarcs&ro Plan ncr the present 
Centra City Community Plan (adopted in 1375) address this area of the waterfront in terms of dssirad uses. The 
reccmmsncailcns of the Sroadway Complex Coordinating Commutes, which directly censidsred the Srcadwgy 
Complex proposal. are at this stage advisory; the/ have net received public atscussicn cutsidaAhe Csntrs dry 
9 iennirg Ccmirtlttss prccss ncr ccnslderatiCT snd scticn by electsj officials. U3' 

rtewever, the cemmunity hss experienced ©ctsnsive public diacussicn end dsSate ccras^ning Ihe nature, 
Pffticaiarry the scale, cf daveioensent In the immediats vicinity cf tha waterfront - sscecisiiy scuth of Harbcr — 
Drive with strong concsms a x p r s ^ that 3 "walling-off sf the Say" has occurred The primary issues have 
Invcivect the scs+uae/ of public open ^ a o sicng the Bay; the competlbiltty of nearby hlgh-rlsa ^vsiepm^st with 
public s r^s elcr^ the water; ̂ d physical and visual sccess U) tha Say. The £13 msfcss rs sdenewta^ament of these 
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Page 4 - Comments on 
By Criag Adams 

i.Ci 

ccaflicts and Abates. Also, because of the Hmitsd nature of the alternatives that are eaaminsd (discussed in 
'A^quacy of Alternatives0 accve), there is no detailed evaluation of ihe ureter lying potential conflicts and irafe-
3ffS. 

^5 indicatad in the EiS, the Draft Centra Ctty Community Plan hign lights that the waterfrcnt is to "serve ss its 
{the City's) major open spas, Its park and its plsygrsund1' Whlla.tha £!S cl^r ly establishes the improvements 
lhat will be made in pedestrian zzsss through to the Bay when compared tc the existing Navy facility, it dcss not 

the impacts on pedest̂ an usss along the waterfront ncr &ffi It identify what more extensive publlc-
rlented use might be maS af the portions of the property not directly neadsd for Nevy edministrativs offices. 
Plans fcr the Centra City have stressed the objective of a ̂ ccncantrated urban core* of office and commercial 
sctivlties. The prsferrsd Brosiwe/ Ccmpias propcssi will further extend the limits of tha office district which is 
TOW expanding westward along Sradwsy. The important point is lhat this watsrfrcnt-ralated off ies dsvelcpment 
las impiications for other arses in the Centra City. The EiS should a&ress the Hkelihocd that the favoradfiaysida 
location of the proposed commerdal office developments on the Sr^iway Complex sile will be at the expensa of 
jrlginal ly ctefinsj ccrs area - and that this wsaksning cf the offica cora will impact on tsmmercial radevelcpmsnt 
Mtentlals, aspeciaily in the Cera and Centre City East 

• i t Csnire City Plan also supports the concept of "stepped intensity and seals" of devslcpment While there 
ins varying mterppetstions of whet this cencspt means and hew it shcuid be applied - particularly whether It 
shcuid extend to the waler in ail direction from the existing core or only to the ncrth and to the szutb from a 
Srcedway "spins" - its signlficancs shcuid be scfcncwiefei and the pcssible impacts of the prepesed Broadway 
ômpiex deveiepmsnt evaluated One thing is clear. The "stepped intensity and scaie" ooncspt, as it has bean 

Jiscussed, was not forward] es a project-level design concept; it was intended tc provide guidance to the general 
jrban form cf the Centre City, extending over the area of many1 blccfcs. 

a/stgrfrgnt Comrnercia! Office Development 

5rior tc the Navy prcpcsal for cc-teticn dsysiepmeni of the Broadway Complex, there are neindicaiiens in 
rislory of planning for San Diet's Centre City area that hlgh-ris, private office ©velopment was considered an 
^ipn^jriale use an properties directly adjoining the wstarfrcnt 

.'Viih tha esoepticn cf federal property, cental of the tidalante within the Ciiy of San D1KC 1S the raspcnsibliity of 

.he San Oiegn Uniris3 Port District The Part District ^ ^ sstsbilshsc in 1952 by the Slats L^l3l3t-r3 with lha 
iuty io act as trustee for the pea3i3 ot' Callftmia in promoting osmmerce, nevlraticn, racreatlcr. snd fishariss on 
.hs stata tide and submergai lands around the periphery of San Diago Ssy, Under its State enabling previsions, tha 
Jcrt 1s prohibited from developing office us^ within ihe tideiards sma, axoect ss they may be direetfy related to 
.he asnlntstrqtlOT 5f Say-related activltlss. 

^Ba 

fhis state Is^siallvs rsst-lction is apcerantly basss x the 'ocnciuslcn that the tidelands ars i "scans rsscurcs* 
to be mensa^ in suppcrt of uses dirs^iy raiatsd to the 3sy. it also Implies that there 1s sufficient lew! 

i»wie sw^y from the waterfront tc sccsnms^^ ^nera! offica davsiepment This canciusion hs basn 
snfirmed by the wcr^ of the Centre Cit/ Planning Committee which hes ^ x i i a ^ i that, at present and axps^sd 
sbscrptlon rates, there is sufficient land avallasie in the sire area tc accemmaate office ̂ veit^msnt for 
aupwsr& of ninety-nine years". 
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Page 5 - Comments cn Bcradway Ccmplsx £!R 
Sy Criag Adarr̂ s 

The Havy Sradway Complex preferred alternative, which provides for the deveiopment cf 650,000 square feet cf 
ccmmercial cffica spas, rusr^ In striking szttr&i is the Stata policy fcr mansgement of thes t l^Ian^. 
Deveiopment of general offica facinties sn the Sroadway Canptss sits would be permitted only bssuse of fejers^ 
jurisdiction over this property. If the ând were dsclarad surplus fcr fa&ral needs, its cw^rshtp ^^control 
wouid iogially revert to the juriaScticn of the Unifiej Port District which wenjld be restricted from dsvslcping it 
for ggnsral office use. 

it is wortny of note that a recent Urban Land Institute report on Cantre City San D\®p reranmendad that tha Navy 
limit its prsseraa in the proj act area to uses reauirino an stasitsiEfe iocstion. 

TransnortBtion/CircjIgtion 

The ) 903 Centre Citv Transportation Action Praoram (CCTAP), preparsj for the Ctty of San Diego by PRC 
Enginesrlng, identified a s r i s of traffic cspsolty snd circulation problems projected for the Centre City area. 
Prominent among these prcciems were capacity deficiencies on the freeways and fcr several of the freswey ramps 
serving the Centre City. For the set cf growth-assumptions that in retrospect ssem mcst real Istfc, SR- 3 53,! - 5 
north of the Centre City and SK -94 were pr • ? « — ^ ^ ; d to be over-spsrlr/ by about the yrar 20CO. Also, capacity 
dsflciencies were idsntlfled fcr a number of f re^sy ramps, especially these which mcst directly serve the 
western portions cf the Centre City including i-5 northbound at Elm; SR-163 northbound at Eleventh; i-5 
scuthcound at Fifth and i-5 southbound at First 

• 

•rS;-*S # 

W i 'AP report conciudsd these deficiencies would be particularly hard to rsmsV not just becsuse cf fiscal 
scares limitations but also because there were underlying physicsi and poiitical canstratnts to aiair^ frowsy 

and freeway ramp capacity. Since thess projsctiens wars mas, the piennad dsvelcpment density for the Centre 
City arss hss incrsa^s; the prepessd Snaow^y Complex ttevelcpment would further Increase deveiopment snd 
traffic ladings. 

The traffic analysis preparad es part of the Brcadway Complex EIS dees nct.acdress the incremental or cumulative 
impact cf the proj ect on freeway congestion. I nfcrmstlon is praented wltlv respect to projecied traffic volume on 
sorsa of tha freeway ramps but the ramps examined are selective and & net represent these Identified as the maior 
problems in the CCTAP analysis. These potential imp^ts dsserva fecusai ts^nicei attention. 

The under iyinQ queticn of whether traffic is better saammedstgj { Iss negstivs impects) with effics dweiopment 
in the traditicnai ccrs area versus the extension cf offica development to the wast, along Sr^^?^/ is not addrssssl 

~ i 

J " * * 

C0nricHT3 0N EiS SPECIFICS 

following are ccmraents on specific sKticns of the £13 decument 

1 Mr* ^ U ^ m ( H 1 -3 cencermng ins nsmersr^m of Understanding with the City of San Oisgo) The 
prsssntation implis thai the Ctty, thrcu^i the Msmcnra&m cf UraterstarKiing, hss mads a cemmitment tc support 
the Brcadwey Ccmplex fevelopment While the precise netupe rf the Olt/s aanmitmant is subjsci to 1^1 
interpretation, the EIR shcuid give rsccgnltlcn to the fact that the ^emcrsnto indiegtss that it 01sintend into 

2-1S 
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- i 

- i 

for the sjie purpose of providing guidsiln^ for the planning and preperaticn of documents including tha proposed 
dsvaiGpmantsgrsement" (July I , 1987 Memoraidum of Understanding Between the City of San Diago »B3 the U.S. 
Navy; Rasolution Number R-263453} Ihe C i t /s formal position relative to the Srcadwey Complex propcssi 
shcuid be presented ss ciaarly as pcssibls; the ccnditicnal nature of the City's participation undsr the Memorandum 
shcuid be highiigmsd in the E!$. 

3.2 Alternatives (Pa 3-S concerning Resi&ntla! Alternative) The option of dsvsloping the sits fcr housing Is 
summarily dismisssd. The trade-offs cf the potential benefits cf housing dsvelcpment against those of hots! end 
office dsvelcpment and ihs Navy's financial objectives should be axplicitly adrirssssd. 

3.2.1 Alternative A (Pg. 3 -8 concarning FAR calculation) The f l ex area ratio (FAR) of 5.-45 for the 
preferred alternative is apperentiy calculated based cn the acreage shewn on the Project B lodes illustration, 
Figure 3-5. This calculation sssms to include the portion of the site wnich is planned to be dsdicatsd for the 
extension of G street through the redeysloped property. If It has net alresdy been, the area of the planned 5 Strset 
dedication shcuid be excluded from the calculation cf the FAR. This prccsdure is consistent with the approecn 
which is now used by the San Oiego Planning Department In baling with "superblccics" and wil l establish 

s—sraD i i i t y with the City's plans for the surrounding area. 

3.2.3 Alternative E CPg. 3-23 concerning a new Navy office complex funded using traditicnai federal budget 
mechenisms) The alternative presented here Is particuiariy constrained arid uninspired Certainly new Nevy 
office facilities cculfl be secommedatsd on the site while permitting uses ether than surfacs parking. This proposed 
alternative would be clear conflict with City policy which dlsoairsss waterfront use cf land fcr surface perking. 
And specifically, why is an new office building cited cnBlcck 3 when its Iocstion on either Blccfcs 1 or 2 wouid 
serve to frse waterfront scres^ for mors d l rs^ ly wsierfront-reletaJ ea? 

4.1,1 Land Use Compatibility (Pg. 4-12 concerning the land use Environmental Consepuencss of the Propcsed 
Alternatives) The discussion here is limited to "campatibillty" of land uses. No discussion is presented of the fact 
that the ccmmllment of the very stares weterfrent tend use ta office, hotel and retail deveiopment would prelude 
Its availability for other uses. 

4.1.1 Land Use Compatibility (Pg. 4-12 concerning stepping down). The discussion highlights the proposal 
that tha project design would prnvids a "step down" of buildings to the weterfront within the orolsct-bcundgctes. It 
shcuid be clear that this "step down" concept, which in the case of the ast-west dimension is within a single dice*, 
is 2t a different sale than tha "stepped intensity and scale' ccncsct discasssd 33 cart cf the Centra Clr? planning 
process. 

4.! .5 Ctty of San Oisgc Plans and Policies (Pg. 4-29 Ccnceming the CCPC Concept Plan) Tha EiS refers to-the 
Cencspt Plan v^hich was distributed in August, 19S3. This decument has been supercaded by the draft Preliminary 
Centra City Sen Diego Community Plan, dated fsfaruary, 1990. it would be apprcprlats fcr the EiS io nets that the 

*e City Planning Committse has supported tha Srcadwsy Complex project as compatible with Its wcrfc in 
' w -lOOing a nsw Centra City Community P Ian - snd to note that the wor* of this group is sdvlscry to the Planning 
Commission 2nd the City Council. 

4.2.2 Transpcrtsticn Environmental Ccnssqueniss of 'the Propcsed Alternatives (Pg. 4-S3 concerning lor^-
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Sy Crlag Adams 

Term Rcadwsy Canalttcns) As indicated esriler, the £iS analysis fails to-aaress the situation cf tha frsswsys in 
the vicinity of the Centre City end the freeway ramp situations where studies have previcusiyJdBntlfied potential 
prcblsms. The Exclusion on Pg. 4-54 that"(Oraffic projsctiens st the four frsswey Intsrchsn^j serving the 
Csnire City area indicate that there is adâ uaie cspanty to srve anticipatedtemand uncsr the long-term scsnarlo'' 
sssm inconsistent with the conclusions in the tentre Citv Transncrtstlcn Action Prooram. Tha process Bn^wey G=23 

Complex fevelopmsnt is likely lo contribute tc tha cumulative imps:! of planned offica dsveiopments in the West 
Broadway arss. Pest anatysss of the situation proj acted on the freeways snd the freeway ramps suggests that ft 
ma/ net be pcssible to mitigsts this congssticn. A similar finding may be nscsssary in the ess of the Sroadway 
Complex prelect. 

4.2.2 Transportation Environmental Conssqusncss (Pg. 4-60 through 4-64 concerning long Term Parting 
Conditions. The Parting NeecfeAssessment indicates that s substantial portion cf parking neefe for the development 
is sxpectsd tc be met by the appiicatlcn of a Transportation Demand Manegsment (TDM) pian - in the case of 
office-related parting, 24* cf the need is projected to be accommedated by a TDM plan. The information that is 
provided regaroing the nature or provisions cf the TDM pisn is msrsiy a list Without more specific 
documentation, the evaluation reflect a "gcsl statement" and cannot be tha bsis fcr assessing possible Impacts. 
Thess same concerns about the proaedie effectiveness of TDM extends to the discussion In 4.8.2 Air Quality 
Snvironmentei Cansouencss, Pg, 4-172 which is also bessd cn TDM assumptions. 

4.3.1 Aesthetics end Viewsnsd - Affected Environment (Pg. 4-74 through 4-111} The EIS gives sxcepticnaily 
thcrcugn trsatmsnt to a numDer cf esthetic and view oonsjderatlons. However, it dees net explore tne potential 
impacts cf the project on public views from along the waterfront Embarcadero, Including from the 0 SL^t Mole, 
and from the Bey to the South and immediately to the West This Is an especially important consttferaticn since 
planning policy idsntifias the waterfront es the City's "major open specs, its part and pisygrcund" Part of the 
"waterfront exDeriencs" is the visual ability to relate the waters sdgs to the City's "cxe" and to other topegrapnic 
features which give it a ohysical definition. My casual asssssment suggests that views becic to the City, especially 
from the G Street hcie will be negctivaly Impacted by the csveiopment proposal. Also, the pctsnnal impacts of 
views from the water to the coasts! rim which defines the northwest sice cf the Centre City ares should also be 
svsiuatac. 

4.5.1 SGClcsccncrrncs - Affected Environment (Pg. 4-139 concarning the Fiscal impact Assessment) The us of 
per capita and per acre msthc&lGgiss lo calculate the operating public costs of ssrvicing the project, while 
popular oscauss of tnelr simplicity, seem, at Del, to be cruos apercxifnatiens. The area undar svaiuaticn has a 
relatively unique s t of public ssrvics needs when compared with the City in gensrai. At the isest, the EIS shcuid 
indicate a relatively lew level of statistical confidence in the results of this wort, particular^' on the est side of 
the equeticn. 

4.5. i SccicsDramics - Affectal Environment C Pg. 4-142 concernlnQ net and cumulative fisal impact) In a 
discussion wlih your- offica i r a i ^ a question concerning the Kcurecy of the net araj cumulative fiscal impact 
statistics - specifically as raiatsj tc the "businsss taxes" projections In tha Williams « Kuebslbedc Tahnicsi 
Rspcr-; (Table 15). The magnitude of the numbers sssm incensistsnt with prssnt City-wide revenues in these 
catsgcrles and with the c^nerai asps of the plenne: dsveiopmenL ! have net h^rd b^c on this issue. Although \ 
share the ElS's csneiusien that the fiscal affects of the propcsed prpjsct are ilkaiy 'to be positive, It isn't ail cisgr 
that these wil l provide a petbgngflt tc the City - since this same level cf development, with similsr prcject-level 
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to! benefits is likely to occur wen in tha absence of the prcpcssd project 

heps these comments will bs useful to the Nevy in Its csntinuing work on the Srsacwsy Complex Project and that 
t wil l assist citizens end public officials in their discissions and svaiuatiens of this important matter. G-2". 

Craig Ads 
293-3649 

a Office of the Ctty Architect 
Office of Councilman Sob Fitoer 
Office of Councilman Ron Roberts 
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GRAY DAVIS. Controller 
JESSE H. MUFP, Dirsctor oi finance 

GsQRGE DEUKMEJ1AW. G o v w n o f 

SXSCUTIVE OFFiCS 
ISO?- 13th SKroes 
Sacramanto, California 92814 

CHARLSS WAaREIS! 
Esscutivs Officsr 
(9131322-4105 ^ ~ 

Fils Re£: G-10-07 
G-10-08 

W 24323 

Juae 4, 1990 

Omcsr ia Charge 
Westsm Divisios 
Naval FadHdes Enginesring 

QpTTin^^d Detachment 
Broadway Cornplex 
555 W^st Bead: Strset, Suits 101 
Sa2 Diego, CA 92101-2937 

ATTENTION: Captain Wayne Goodennoti, CEC Uaited States Naw 

Dear Captsin Goodensots: 

Staff of the State lands Coinsissioii has reviewed the Draft EIS (DEIS) for 
the proposed redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex. We have also reviewed 
a copy of the document which is represented as a Draft "EIR (DEIR) droiiated fay 
the City of San Diego for this project. We do not xmderstand why this format was 
chosen for a document of such import. In our view, the docament shcuid have been 
an EIR/EIS, one document which incorporates the requirements of the CEQA and 
the NEPA; such a format is spedncally provided for within the State EIR Guidelines. 
As constituted, the documents and format are disjointed and confusing. Furthermore, 
we do not believe the incorporation of the DEIS into the DEIR conforms to the 

Jecdon 15150 of the State EIR GuideHnes which states, in oart: ^ i i ^ W i - ^ J O ' i 

*(c) Wherz csx, EIR or N*gc£&e Declarczdcn uses incorporation by izfsTzxct, 
the ijv:orporzzed port of the rrfzrzrtced decument jhzU be briefiy 
sunvnanzed where possible or briefly dssaibed if the data or infoTTnancn 
-za ĵtot bt suzrjnaHzed. The reianonship beT&esn the Incorporated part of 
'th* refsrsnesd documsnt and the EIR shcU be dssaibed. * 

H-1 
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For this and additional reasons which are discussed below, we contend that the 

the DEIS, are equally 
d as comments on said 

SA, 

document. 

•s-a 

j 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

• p -

(1) Our initial comments on this project as reflected in our December 1 
19S8 letter to you in response to the NOI/NO? for this project have not been 
addressed in the DEIS. The State of Caiifomia has claimed a potential reversionary 
interest by virtue cf the Public Trust Doctrine in the fuled tidelands •comprising the 

adway Complex. Tae Navy has not resolved the issue of this claim. 

Spedncally, our comments indicate the problems associated with the title to the 
property vis-a-vis the nature of the title to the Public Trust lands conveyed to the 
United States for certain limited purposes; Le., "public defense", "military purposes", 
and "piers, landing and structures to be used by the United States Navy Department 
for a sunplv base and,for landing purposes." 

The uses authorized for the State's property appear, as provided for in 

H-

specifications of the necessary iEfrastructurai improvements, the estimate of the cost, 
and the source of those "local government'* financial contributions. 

We .are informed that the estimates cf the Center City Development 
Corporation's Public Improvement Ccst Allocation (dated 5/10/90) for the Sits 
T—orovement Cost of the Navy Broadway Complex Project (dated July 22, 1989) 

ited to the project which is referenced in the Summary of Alternatives §1.22 (pg. 
1-9) cf the Draft EIS and elsewhere in the text snd as incorporated by reference in 
the Draft EIR, total over S25 million and provide over S20 million in proposed 
expenditures by the San Diego Unified Pen District 

H-4 
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Tne SDUPD is limited in its ability to expend tidelands trust funds on propeny 
not owned or controlled by the Port, The Port does own some of the streets within 
the Navy Sroadway Complex Project site; these, however, are presently under lease to 
the Navy. Amy infrastructure, demolition, landscaping or similar costs associated with 
this project cannot be financed with tidelaad trust funds unless they are on Port-
owned or controlled lands. Tne Fon may only expend tidelands trust funds on lands 
or projects if such expenditure provides some substantial and direct benefit to the 
tidelands trust under their control. The substantial sums identified for expenditure by 
the Port do not cualify under the above stated criteria. quaaty 

Further, because the DEIS identifies -die need for local public funds for >*« is 
propcsed federal/private development, but fails to provide specificity as to costs and 
sources of funds, the soda! economic impacts and legality of those required 
expenditures are potentially significant, unresolved impacts. 

(3) The mitigation measures within the DEIS can be characterized respectively 
as unspednc, prospective, nonexistent, or inappropriately characterised." 

As an example, the mitigation for aesthetic impacts for specified alternatives, as 
listed on page 4-114, is indicated to be- compliance with draft urban design guidelines 
as specified in Appendix D of the DEIS. Will these impacts still be mitigated if the 
guidelines are changed in any way? 

As an additional example, on page 4-211, under Mitigation Measures, the DEIS 
states that the State SKPO "is consulting with the Navy on mitigation." 

On page 4-147, compliance with building cedes is characterized as mitigation 
for geologic hazards in direct contradiction of the prindple that compliance with 
existing law or regulations does not constitute mitigation^' 

Lastly, mitigation measures are not analyzed, as required by the CEQA., for 
their effectiveness in reducing significant impacts to a level of insignificance. Tne 
document assumes effectiveness and asks lhat we acceot its conclusions without any 
supporting evidence. 

(4) On page 5-1, Cumulative Impacts, the DEIS states. T h e Navy "Sroadway 
Complex is located in an area of San Diego that is undergoing substantial 
development—Cumulative impacts are generally regional impacts associated with 
several developments to which the project may contribute/ Unfortunately, the 
discussion wnich foiiows and which precedes it in Section 4 is not consistent with such 
statements. Tne project is discussed only in relationship to itself or its own 
alternatives, not in relationship to related projects such as Seapon Village, the Hyatt 
Hotel among others. 

H-4 

i-O 

J-6 

H-7 

H-S 

H-9 

H-10 
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.c 

(5) We believe the designation of Alternative A, the project, as- the 
environmentally superior alternative is not supportable under the provisions of Section 
15126(d)(2) of the^State EIR Guidelines. Since Alternative A, T h e Navy ŝ preferred 
alternatfye" (page 1-4), is the project and "the no-action alternative, is the 
environmentally superior alternative,* the correct interpretation of the above section 
•dictates' the designation of an environmentally -superior alternative which is revealed as 
a result of the environmental analysis and which is separate and distinct from either . 
"the Dtoiect" or the "no-action alternative.'* 

Naw's 
; _ — - - j r j j ; ^ 

by the NEPA. Tne document does not enable decision-makers to, without additiona: 
analyses, consider any of them in place of the project 

H-

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

pgges I-J6-I2f 
Secdon t4J- i It would be heloful fcr reviewers if the responses to 'the 

NOI/NOP were included in the document as an appendix and the I ^_1^ 
comments therein referenced to those portions of the document in 
which the response to each comment is located. 

Page 1-91, 
Secdon. 1*5: This "summary table" does not contain a summary of mitigation 

measures as stated. Furthermore, this section should contain a 
discussion of significance criteria used, to rank the impacts 
discussed within the document. 

H-14 

Psgs 4^d, Lorg-

•/"Vi I» jr?T •*».n J7= rr • The entire issue o1^ oar̂ tin^7 impacts related to the T'Toiec anoears 

that The City of San Diego has no rr-i-nirr în or Trpsfowm 

area—The development of a parking management plan for tha 
Centre City area is the primary objective of the ongoing Parking 
Management Study for the Centre City and Balboa Park areas71 

(smphasis added), Tne determination of impacts, their 

• is 
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significance and appropriate mitigation again appears to be a 
moving target Even under this circumstance, the project would 
not provide sufficient parking, with attendant, speculative adverse 
impacts on existing parking. Furthensors, such impact is to be 
mitigated by a TLong-Term Travel Demand Management (TDM) 

i" which could indude a number listed measures (see 
general comments on speculative nature of mitigation). 

Page 4-61, 'Uses': What is the demand rate for residential uses? 

Pegs 4-108, 
Secdon 43.2: 

Page 4-125, 
Secdon 4.4.1 
Ezsidrorsnen&d 
CoTsseGuersces: 

The document states that. T h e draft design guidelines are 
provided in Appendix D and are subject to minor rennement 
between the Navy and the City. Aitematives A, B, and the onsite 
component of Alternative D are all gg^erallv consistent with the 
draft guidelines. Aitematives C acd F are partially consistent 
Aitematives E and G are not consistent" (emphasis added). In 
spite of these statements, the conclusion reached on page 4-114 is 
that compiiancs with such guidelines wouid mitigate aesthetic 
impacts of the project and Aitematives B, C, D and F. This 
conclusion is: 1) unsupported, as are all other statements 
regarding mitigation (see general comment 3); and 2) at best 
dependent on a modifier "if the project and its aitematives are 
modified (needs lo be described) asd if the guidelines remain 
substantially unchanged.1' 

H-15 

H-17 

What is the basis for the statement Tne existing police facilities, 
manpower, and available equipment are adequate to provide the 
proiect site and surrounding area with a suffident level of police 
protection in cases of "emergency*? What is the definition of 
"sufEdear"? What of ever/day protsction in comparison to "in 
cases of emergency"? Would the project site overtax ponce 
services, etc. when considered with other related area projects (see 
general comment 4)? 

K-
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9ags 4-118, 
Msdssshn 

• ie£S&&: iae documents states that the private development within, the 
proiect has the Dotsstial to •cause redonal IssEtisratios. Tnis is 
growtn mcuc^ 
6-1). 

s^act wmcn is not oscussec us section o { / • « « » . 3 5 A 
H-19 

'qgc ^-i2i? 

Conseausstcez: 

Fagz 4-126: 

Fngz 4-126, 
Msdgadcn 
MeGsi&zs:' 

an 
of the drought, that there will be sumdent water available to be 
put within the existing facilities for project needs. What effect 
will the project have, in conjunction with other projects, on wate: 
supply? Which other uses may have to be limited in order to 
supply the project etc? 

violation of water quality compliance standards. Tnis is 
sisnificant adverse imnact that must be addressed 

The "measures" listed are actually "impacts" caused by the project, 
Le. facilities will need to be upgraded because of i t Further, 
•these upgrades will only allow material tc get to the plant; the^ 
will not mitigate for the increase load on the plant which 
presently, and for the foreseeable furore, is in violation of 

H-20 

H-2-

H-22 

Page 4-126, 
Secdon 4.4.7: s.i'*HQi'̂ h ^'~ *":'•!I— f̂ -̂ f̂  •2ii'\i'.\A d̂ ĉ *'-*'7-"* th** î1?'* e'?ri*ctEnci-" c^ 

i^isting landfills (19v5)T 'thz document concludes tbexVars ^^ 
signincant impact, presumedly beca33Se the City is in th* process 
of identifyins: a reuiacement landfill site. Tnis conclusion is 
unacceptable and does not free the applicant from the 
requirement to either anal>xe other feasible aitematives or 
provide mitiaation. 

! H-23 
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Psse 4-1 • * & • 

Sest&a 453: 

Page 4-144, 
Section 4.5.1; 

Does the first statement of this section consider required 
expenditures of either the City or the Fort? What will be the 
level of adverse impacts to Fon finances as a result of the 
project, etc^ e.g. monies (sales, transient occupancy and property 
taxes) will accrue to the City, yet the City would have the Port 
pay the majority share of the costs of the necessary infrastructure 
and improvements? 

Does the available information indicate that the area soils are 
able to support the proposed facilities as designed, induding 
underground parking? If so, what is the basis for such a 
condusion; if not, what are the related adverse impacts on the 
parking issue - supply, etc.? Will perpetual de-watering of the 
site be reouired-imcacs? 

H-24 

3-25 

Fsgz 4-147, 
. MMgadon 

M'sgzz&ec: We have already indicated our concern with the adequacy of the 
last statement in this section (see general comment 3). The 
effectiveness of the building codes to mitigate geologic hazards, 
particularly liquefaction in the instant case, must be examined in 
light of he recent experience of San Francisco's Marina District 
If one presumes that the majority of buildings in that area were 
in compliance with that City's building code, the document's 
assumntion provides little comfort 

H-2S 

Page 4-1B6, 
Secdon 4.93: 

Fsgs4-2297 
Secdcn 4.1X2: 

Pages « , 7-L 

Why is not the design mitigation for hotels also being applied t: 
onsite office structures? This would also seem important since 
the occapancy of such buildings would coindde more with the 
times cf highest noise generating traffic. 

Although it is not specificaiiy stated, one assumes that all required 
electrical power will be supplied by the existing grid What will 
be the cumulative impact on the grid from these additional uses 
and need of power? 

Each of these sections should be revised in light of the comments 
herein. 

H-27 
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GOODERMOTE 

In condusion, based cn the comments presented, we believe that both the 
process and document are defident in their compliaace with the CEQA. and the 
NEPA and that substantial revisions are necessary. Should you have aay questions H-30 
regarding these comments, please contact Curtis Possum, Senior Scan Counsel (916-
322-2277) with regard to the State's claim and related matters and me (916-322-7S27) 
with regard to environmental issues, -* 

Sincsreiy3 

• J \ ^ 
\ ) 

DWIGHT E. SANDERS, Chief 
Division of Research 

and Planning 

:maa 
Cnarles Warren, Executive Officer 
James F. Trout Assistant Executive Officer 
Robert C Hight, Cnief Counsel 
Curtis Possum, Senior Staff Counsel 
Jamee Jordan Patterson, Deputy Attorney General 
Maureen A- Stapleton, Deputy City Manager, City of San Diego 
Linda Fuller, Office of Planning and Research 

• 
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H a r r y E V i l a o a 
2120 ff C a l l a w Ave 
B r a a a r t o n , VA S3312-290i 
J u a o 1, 19S0 

O f f i c e r In Charge 
Ve s t e r n D i v i s i c a S'aval F a c i l i t i e s S n g i n e a r i s g Ccascand' 

D e t s c h a e a t 
Broadway Ccicplss 
555 V Beach S t 
S u i t s 1C1 
San r- ia^c, CA 92101-2937 

Dear S i r 

Tiank ycu f c r t h a c p p c r t i i n i t j t s c c s s s n t s s t h e Dra f t 
E n v i r o m a e n t i l l a p a c t S t a t a i c a n t f a r t h s S'a'yy Brssdway Ccsrala; 
Project, Sa; .ag-a, Califcrnia. 

I ccncir that Alternative A should be the preferred 
altsrnatlTa. 

Cn rigures 3-3, 4-?, aad 4-S2 tha rail line to be 
retained should be shâ rfn to help orient the plan. 

ra^e 4-3S, public Traasit/Transportaticn, Bwra emphasis 
should be placed on use of mass transit. ' Vi th all tha 
pariing spacas be ins provided, wi11 it Increase slasle 
occupancy vehicle use? I realise that some of the spaces 
are need for fleet Czactor poclJ vehicles in the jJsvy parking 
areas. 

J 
-

_ 

M 

1-2 

1-3 

rage 4-116, section 4.4.2, Fire Protaction, why is the 
time fcr tha Havy Fire Dspartaeat to travel 3.7 miles (5 
minutes) almost the sase fcr the City Firs Department tc 
travel 0,5 alias C4-6 minutes)? 

8-4 

?a.ys 4-125, section 4,4.7, Solid Vasts, what psrcenta^a 
cf the tinures include recycling? Vhy is nothing asntioa-ed 
• bcut recycling tc hslp cut dnvn on solid waste? Vha.t 
percsnt will be recycled by tha Havy? 

Page 4-131, Table 4.5-1, what is tha correct nuaber of 
ssslsvaes for th® servics cccu'satioa? i-6 
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Harry H Vilsea 
June 1, 1590 
Pasrs 2 of 2 

?£gs 4-134, secticn 4.5,2 and paga 4-113, section 
4.4.3, what the percentage cf priTata devslopsaat will bs 
froa private csapaaies scvlag tiiair offices frca cthsr £a.n 
Diego locations vs new ccmpaaiss aovisrs ia froa cut cf th.2 
area into the nsw coapies? 

Pags 4-146! effects oa soil aad aresics, what will be 
the effect of all tha soil rssscved for uadarground 
parkin*, seeing that is will be located ia the groiiad water 
table? ' Will leak proof trucks haul it cr regular trucks" 
How wet is the soil? Waere will tha soil be disposed of? 

Page 4-143, Grcuadwater, para 2,. it states that no loag 
term increases ia runoff wculd occur since the Savy Broadway 
Coaples site is already fully developed with iaipervlous 
ŝ T-T̂ -?ssi Is. block 1 thfiir should bs sosse dscrsass of 
runoff due to the open space<park>. Depending on design of 
the hotels their shcuid also be open space <laws3>. 

Page 4-220, how will it be dstermined where - the 
dawatered groundwater goes during construction? " 

Whan will the noisa and air sollutioa during 
constructioa be considered? 

Thank you for your tisa and considaratioa. 

1 

s=7 

IS 

UP. 
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CHIE? AD(W!WISTRAT!VE OrFlCS 

1B0Q PACIFIC MIGMWAY. SAW. OIEGO. CALIPORNIA 92101-2472 

June i .990 

Officer in Charge 
Westisrii Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command 

De-tachsaent 
Broadway Conple:c 
555 West Beech Straet, Suite 101 
San Diego, CA 92101-2937 

ATTENTION: Captain Wayne Goodermote, CEC, USN 

DH&TT E2?7Xlt02eK2S^aL n & a C S S2aJ32£22I^ HATY 3aoaSWAr CCiOL' 

Dear Captain Gooderscts: 

We appreciate tha opportunity to coamant on the draft Environaental 
Impact Statement (EIS) for the Navy Broadway Cosplex project. 

The County's concern as expressed in our initial oonnaants regarding 
this project is that the use of off-site, peripheral parking'should 
be utilized by the major water waterfront property owners including 
the Navy, the County and the Port District to* minimize the need for 
waterfront parking. 

The 
est 
of 
pr 
im 
dav 
par 
to 
Car: 

Parking Management Plan for the City of San Diego calls for the 
;ajDlishnent of parking interceptor sites located on the periphery 
Centra City. The use of such a peripheral structure could 
•vide additional mitigation for traffis and parking impacts 
lacts generated by the Navy, Santa Fe and other larga 
elopments * In addition, it would help to reduce tie Navy3 s 
•king ratio of 1,23 spaces per 1000 square feat of office space, 
the 1.0 spaces per 1000 square fast reconanended in the draft 
.tre City community ?lan3 

J-1 

j 
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w« a3c^*ciftta the other areasurss, including a proposed 
-^*-st3ortatior. daaand management (TDM) prsgram, which the Nâ /y has 
incorporated ia the project as a seans to racuce downtown 
concrestion* 

JW 

2* v-,. -r-av* any questions cn our ccnments 
R o h i ^ C " Director of the Office cf Special 

smnents, slsasa contact Hich 
rejects at 531-4343. 

1 T^f~,Cl*".2, 

Chief Administrstive Officer 

NWHsbr 

SC'SiS.HUH 



Citizens Coordinate 
far 
Csamry 3 
1549 EI Prado, Rm, 4 
San Diego, CA 92101 
Td: (6!9) 232-7196 

Daniel AJIen 
Wayne 3uss 
Nico Caiavim 
Sussa A. Cuter 

juduhC^IIias 
Dune 3ancw Cos: 
Claries Casper 
3rucs Damiaaaa 
Srriiy Durtsn 
Lois 5ong-oaksi 
Mcaa C-rifSa 
Bob Hanmait 
James Hubbeii 
Michael leakins 
SffiErKoa 
Niaiissfi Kabrak 
Carci Landsmm 
BcbLsfHar 
Asgsias Leira 

- Maris Sui ts Lia 
rred Marts 
Hantiiicn isiarsion 
Linca MichscJ 
Kanbail Mocrs 
Kathy y . 3cawaits 
PSalip 5^ ?r/de 
Eunham Riiliv 
Jlsgsr Rs^eiis 
sCaren Scarssiough 
Mzx 5chnudt 
Anriirw Scunock 
Judy S-A^ni: 
Jaycs Urean 
Connie W'iHcas 
Doa Wc»d 

June 4, 13 90 

Captain Wayne K= Goodermote, CSC^ 
Western Division Naval Facilities 
ite Engineering Cciamand Detachment 
Broadway Complex 
555 West Seech Street? Suite 101 
San Dieoo, CA 52101-2S37 

USN 

He EIR/SIS 

Dear Captain Goodermote s 

03 is in receipt of the Draft Environmental Impact Report and 
Statement dated April, 1390 fcr the Navy Broadway Compiss 
project in San Diego. 

Our review of this material together with our participation 
in the Broadway Complex Coordinating Group has given us a 
unique opportunity to evaluate the process taken in the 
developmerit cf planning alternatives. While we have been and 
remain in full support of tha Havy's steps to involve 
professional advisors and the general community in the 
creation of this project, we are not in agreement with the 
Navy's prsferred alternative (Alternative A) and feel that the 
EIS has failed to address certain issues that are critical to 
evaluating the appropriateness of the site. 

It is C3's opinion that the City of ̂3an Diego may be viewed 
quite differently today compared with" its status in 1983, when 
tha Navy Broadway Complex was first considered > Its increase 
in population and recognition on an international scale has 
given the city strategic importance within the Unit3d States. 
As the city has matured, so has its downtown to where private 
redevelopment has a momentum of its own leaving open space and 
view corridors in relationship to the bayfront in a vulnerable 
position. In light of this change; C3 feels that the Navy 
shcuid not proceed with its propcsed public-private venture 
to the extent that over three saillion square feet is built on 
blocks ons through four, We believe that funding the 
approximate one •million square feet needed for new Navy office 
space through Hilitary Construction (MILCON) .appropriations 
is in the best interest of the taxpayer and "that minimal 
privatization should be considered to compliment the site's 
orimary use. 

K-1 

x-a 
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•waptain Goodermote 
June 4, 1990 
Page 2 

^he fact that approximately IS acres of undsr utilised federal 
land exists at the tsradnus of tha central business district 
is verv fortunate ^ > ? is 
property presents a siaiilar potential in architecture and 
landscape design that was available to L'Enfant whsn 
Washingtcn, 'D,C.'was first layed out beside the Potosiac River. 
Its highest and best use will be obtained by retaining the 
open space resource and not giving it up for high intensity, 
income producing development that presents a financial risk 
to the public and draws demand away from other saors suitably 
placed commercial projects that provide tax increment "funds 
and deveiotier fees •-! t - h / S . ~ * *"*. :e City o: San Diecc 

.The Environmental Impact Statsaent draws the conclusion that 
Alternative A will "maximise ccnmunity objectives and provide 
for a number of beneficial uses-" Unfortunately, it reaches 
this opinion without• providing an aconemic feasibility study. 
Why? for instance, is a residential use not possible? Will 
-He Port of San Diego require compensation in exchange fcr 

oviding park space? Moreover, what is. the projected total 
gadget fcr U.S. military construction through the year 2003 
compared with the cost of erecting approximately one million 
scuare feet cf '̂'-,r"' ^^^^^ 
Centre Citv? 

j u i i G i n s ig the urban design guidelines for j 

K-3 

C^'s oas. concern is that une .3 il not objective encug ^'-Sf-T-! 

Ultimately, it should challenge mere of the parameters and 
•orincicles set down by the Havy. "tfe are hooeful that this 
will follow. 

K-7 

C3 wishes to thank you for allowing us to comment on the 
proposed Broadway Ccmplex. 

Respectfully, 

larks 7 Chairmar" 
Centre Cxtv Committee 

T^H/ Igs 

cc % Pete Wilson 
Bill Lowsry 
Abbs Wolfshelter 
H, Wea: Pratt 
Judy acCarty 
Larry Monaerrats 
Ernest Hahn 

Jim Bates 
B'̂""' s.n Bilbrav 
Ron Roberts 
Linda Bernhardt 
Bob Filner 
Maureen Stapleton 
Don Hav 

Maureen 0;Connor 
John Hartley 
J. Bruce Henderson 
Miks Stspner 
John Davies 
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C£=IRCS C F PLAMNZNG AND RESSARCH 

14£0 TSNT^ ST^gST 

(31S) 323-74S0 

DATE: 

TO: 

June 4, 1990 

U. 5> Department of t h e Kavy 
Western Div i s ion 
Naval F a c i l i t i e s Engineer ing Command 
ATTKs O f f i c e r i n Charge,, Brcadway Ccmplas 
555 West" Beach S t r e e t , S u i t e 101 
San Disgo, CA 92101-2337 

T&Mi Office of Flanaiag and Hfisaarch 
State Clear ing house 

5-.-., Draf t . Environmental Impact Repor t /S ta tement f o r t h e Navy 
Broadway Complex P r o j e c t , San Diego County 
(SCH S811020.8) 

As the designated California. Single Poiat of Contact, pursuant "bo Executive 
Order 3,2372^ the Office of Planning, aad Research transnits attached ccsnents 
us the State Process Rscasnearia.tion. 

This rescsmandatioR I s a consensus^, no op^stag casments ha^e been rec-eived. 
I n i t i a t i on of the "accdtaEcd&te or explain" raspcase by-yoxw agancy i s , 
therefore , in effect . 

Sincerely, 

r \xnuU^ 

Robert P, J&rtras; 
Otrsctor 

AttAObrasat 

co: • Aoolisaa'i 



?*ssourC93 Suiiding 

UnQ Ninth SEraat 

253 ^ 

(913) <J£5-565S 

TOO (SIS) 324-OS&S 

Califcmia Conesrvation Corps 
OaBsnmerrt of Sostrng and Watofwar^ 
OBBaRmsnt & Conaofvsticn 
Dapartmsnt o( ?i8rt snfl Senis 

Daeanmoot st ^ares ano Socraatioft 

Oepanmenl ef Wstar aasourcss 

GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN 
GOVEHNOR OF 

CALIFORNIA 

%n-4 •'-•> 

s r.As izn&A THE RESOURCES AGENCY u r UA*. 
SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 

iA 

Air SasaurcM Board 
Ztlilontta Coasie! CorafBrsaion 
Caiifomia Tahoa Conse^ar icy 
Caii'omis Waxta Mcnsgstvtent 

Soaro 
Calcraco Siver Soord 
Snarly flasourcea C^nsen/Btion 

Ana DeveioorfiGncCofrmi&sion 
Sen rrsnctaac Say Ccniwrvaiion 

spie DwaiODTiem ComRiasian 
3i2ts CiBstat Csnsarvancy 
Stale Lsngs Qivietcn 
3i£!is Seciemation 3osrg 
Scats wa iw Sesoursao Control 

Scare 
Sagicriiai Watar Ouality 

CisriTfsi Soarss 

U. £e Department cf the Navy 
Western Division June 4, 1330 
Naval Facilities Znginsering Command 
ATTN: Officer in Charge? Broadway Complex 
555 Wast Seech Street, Suite 101 
San Diego, CA 92101-3937 

Dear Sir:• 

The State has reviewed the Draft Znvironmental Impact Seport/ 
Statement for the Navy Broadway Ccmplex Project, San Diego 
County, submitted through the Office of Planning .and Research. 

We coordinated review of this document with the Califomia 
Ccastal, State Lands Commissions, the Air Resources Board, the 
San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Boards, and the 
Departments of Fish and Game, Paries and Recreation, and 
Transoortation. 

The Department of Conservation has provided the attached comments 
for your consideration-

The State Lands Commission responded directly in correspondence 
dated June 47 1590. After contacting the Officer in Charge, the 
Califomia Coastal Commission states they will be commenting 
directly. 

TV. e San Diego Regional Water Quality control Board states that 
they ara currently working with the Navy on this project. 

Thank you fcr providing an opportunity to review this projecl 

M-1 

iosre.iv 

/ / / j c / j j c / (J. - r^p 
jL» : . Gordon F, Snow, P h . D ^ U 
/ A s s i s t a n t Sec re t a ry for Resources 

r h 

Attachment 

cc? (Sea a t t ached Xisto) 
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V* S. Department of the Havy June 4P 19S0 

cc: Office of Planning snd Research 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95S14 
{SCH SS110203} 
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e m o r o n d u m 

Or- Cordon F. Snow 
Assistant Secretary for Resources 

Dcto 

Capt- Wayne Goodermote 
City of San Disgo k U.S. De; 
555 West Beech Street, Suite 
San Diago, CA =2101-2537 

.W 
•.e i'J m 

Hay 24, 1990 

Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement fo 
the Navy Broadway 

sc3$ ssnoaps 

The Departmsnt of Conservation's Division cf Mines and Geology 
(DMG) has reviewed tha Draft Environmental Impact Statement (ZZB) 
for the Navy's Sroadway Complex, located in the City of San 
Diego, Califomia. This Draft EIS is intended to fulfill the 
requirement of both tha National Environmental Policy Act CHEPA) 
and the Califomia Environmental Quality Act .(CEQA) / The Draft 
EIS analyses tha impacts from the rsdavelopaant of approximately 
15-5 acres in downtown San Diego, near the watarfront. The 

rsocrt was reviewed bv DMG 

o Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Navy Broadwav Coaoia: 
Project, San Diego, California, April 1990, 3CH# 83110203. 

Eased on our review of this report, we cffer the following 
comments: 

The Draft EIS has not adequately described the extant and 
the Eitigative measures for the geologic and seismic hazards 
affecting the project. No geotechnical data is provided to 
demonstrate that sufficient analysis of tha project's 
geologic or seismic setting has been performed to assess the 
potential for ground shaking, surface rupture, liquefaction, 

or settlement from seismic 
** EIS references a 

lateral spreading, inundation, 
events on nearby faults-
raotschnical study by •a 

repor t i s not appended 
the r e s u l t s of the gsotschnicaj 
mathods are given for a i t i g a t i ^ 
hacards a t the pro jec t s i t e . 

sch and Associates, 
Draft "5! —^^TT^ira 

stud y, no sits-specijcic 
na ceolacis and seiss; 

Therefore, site-specific studies ts determine the aethods o: 
mitigation for seismic or geologic hazards should be done as 
a part of the KEPA process, and should be included in the 
Final EIS. All technical data should be appended ts tha 
Final EISS 
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Dr. Sncw/Capt , Goodermote 
May 2 4 , 1990 
Page Two 

3 = 

Ho data i s presented in the Draft EIS on tha leve l cf ground 
shaking expected at the pro jec t s i t e . The project s i t e i s 
located adjacent to the Rose Canyon Faul t . This Fault i s 
considared a c t i v e , having maximum credible earthquakes (MCE) 
of magnitude 7.0 (Wesnousky, 1335; Anderson,, e t a l , 1335). 
Earthquakes cn other ac t ive f a u l t s , such as the Coronado 
Banks and Sls inora Faul ts , may also af fect the project s i t s , 
A recant svaiuat icn indicates t h a t the Coronado Banks Fault 
has a MCE of magnitude 7-3/4 (Anderson, e t a l , 1939). 

Therefore, addi t ional data i s needed cn the po ten t ia l 
impacts and propcsed mit igat ion measures from ground shaking 
due t o large earthquakes on nearby ac t ive f a u l t s . The Final 
EIS shcuid provide estimates of potent ia l strong ground 
motion at the s i t e , surfacs rupture , l iquefact ion, seismic-
induced se t t lement , and f a i l u r e from shaJcing of doclc 
f a c i l i t i e s and•retaining walls- Data on tha expected ground 
motion parameters should inc lude , peaJc ground acca iera t ion , 
duration of s trong shaking, and s i t e period. Data to 
support the analysis should be included in the Final EIS. 
I f methods of mit igat ion are needed, thsy shcuid bs 
developed for inclusion in the Final EIS so tha t they can be 
reviewed. 

Tha Draft SIS does not adequately address the po ten t ia l for 
l iquefact ion a t tha project s i t e - The Draft EIS s t a t e s only 
t h a t the p ro jec t s i t s has a po ten t i a l for l iquefaction- Tha 
s o i l s underlying the s i t e apparently consis t of hydraulic 
f i l l over bay mud, which t y p i c a l l y have a moderate to high 
potent ia l for l iquefac t ion . No s i t e - spec i f i c methods are 
given for mi t iga t ing l iquefac t ion . The only mit igat ion 
given is the statement tha t the project s i t e i s a t the same 
r i s k froa l iquefac t ion as the r e s t of San' Diego Bay. 

Therefore, add i t iona l information should bs developed cn the 
po t en t i a l for l iquefact ion, l a t e r a l spreading, seismic and 
d i f f e r en t i a l set t lement a t the project- S i te -spec i f ic 
geotechnical data i s needed to properly evaluate the 
po ten t ia l for l iquefact ion at t h e project s i t e , In^ 
p a r t i c u l a r , informaticn on any s o i l in te rva l s expected to 
l iquefy and the areal extent of these l iquef iable so i l s 
should be included in the Final EIS, S i te -spec i f ic methods 
of mit igat ion should be proposed within tha context of t h i s 
new information* 

4, The Draft EIS does not address t h e inpacts to tha project 
from inundation due to a tsunami or seiche. The San Diego 
City Seismic Safety Element indicates tha t the project s i t e 
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Dr. Sncw/Capt. Goodermote 
May 24, 1390 
Page Three 

mitigating should be addressed 

If you have anv cuestions regarding these comments, please . 
contact Eoe McCrea, Division of Mines and Geology Environmental 
Review Officer, at (915) 322-2562. 

\ 

(L*~^\,0'4f~Jr 
Dennis J, b1Bryant 
Environmental Program Coordinate: 

•r- . r r r - ' - W 

Zee McCrea, Division of Mines and Geology 
Kit custis. Division of Mines and,Geology 

Rafsraaeess 

Anderson, J.G., Roclcwell, T.-K,, and Agnew, C , 1939, Past and 
Possible Future Earthquakes of Significance to the San Diego 
Region, Earthquake Spectra, vol. 5, nc. 2, pgs. 299-3 33, 

Wesnousky, S.G., 193 5, Earthquakes, Quaternary Faults, and 
Seismic Hazard in Califomia, Journal of Geophysical Research 
vol. 91, no. 312, pgs. 12,537-12,531. 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
431 HOWARD SiaSfT, 4TM MCCfl 
SAW FftANGSCO. CA ?4iaS-39n 
(dlS) 5-13-8353 
Nttenng imporfod/TDO (41S) a96-i87S 

GSOHOl &&KMEJIAN, Gowmer 

June S0 ]990 

Captain W. K. Good^nnots 
Department of the Navy 
Naval Fscilities Engineering Consnand Detachment 
Broadway Complex 
5S5 W. Beach Strset, Suite 101 
San Oiegc, CA 32101-2937 

3E: Cafrments on Draft tfivironmental Impact Statament (EIS) and draft 
consistency datermination for the Sroadway Complss Project, City of San 
Qiege 

Desr Ccptain Goodermote: 

Thank you for submitting the Draft EIS and consistency dstermination for the 
Sroadway Complsa project in advance of the official- submittal of the 
consistency determination far that project. We have reviewed both of those 
draft documents and are generally pleased with the the concept of devsioping 
the sits for Navy uses provided that the project includes previsions for 
public use of the area. The Ccrranission staff supports those altsrnstivss 
(alternatives A and F) that Include large open-space areas, because we believe 
that creating a shoreline park should be a high priority for developing this 
site. Even though all of the alternatives would imBrave public yss sf the 
site, the Commission staff has some concerns about the project's consistency 
with the California Coastal management ?rogram (CCHP). 

PUSL1C TSU5T 

Neither the draft EIS nor the.draft consistency determination discuss the 
relationship between tha propcsed project and the public trust. The propcsed 
project would bs located on historic tidelands. These tidelands may have a 
JpubHc trus-c easement attached to them. This easement would require the land 
to bs used to support only limited uses, such as navigation, corranercs, or 
fishing. The Commission has adopted policy guidance for projects involving 
lands that may have a public trust easement attached to them. The 
Ccmnission's Public Trust guidelines, adopted May 3, 1977, state that 
"development proposals that may involve present or historic tidelands, 
submerged lands, and public trust lands should be permitted only If consistent 
with the public trust." Therefore, In order for the Corcmission ts evaluate 
the project's consistancy with the CC&P, the status of tha public trust 
eas*in«nt on the Sroadway Complex property must be rssslved. If ther-s Is a 
public trust eas^&snt attached to the property, the CDfnmission s'taff is 
concerned that th-s construction of commercial office spase coyld b£ 
inconsistent with that easeraent. The Havy should caordlnat* "with tha Stats 
landi CorrsTiisalon ti rasalvs this Issaa. 

w 

RECREATIONAL RESOURCES 

The propcsed project is located adjacent to San Diego lay. Sectlan 30221 sf 
the Coastal Act promotss rscrsatipnal yse of oceanfrs^t isnd. That section 

i 

v-i 
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PAGE 2 
JUNE 3, 1990 

Ocaanfront land suitable for recreational use shall 39 
protected for recraatlonal use and development unless 
present and foreseeable future demand for public or 
commercial recreational activities that could be 
accommodated on the property is already adequately provided 
for In the area* 

In the draft consistency determination, the Navy concludes that Section 20231 
of the Coastal Act does not apply bscaus-e the property is not oceanfrsnt 
land. Ths Commission staff disagrees with this conclusion. The prcj-ect site 
is located 200 feet from the bay on historic tidelands. Only a road exists 
between the project site and the bay. In ravlawlng past projects, the 
Commission has not limited oceanfront land to areas immediatsly adjacent to 
the shoreline. Therefore, the Commission staff believes that the project site 
should be considered as ocsanfront and the Mavy must evaluate the project for 
consistency with Section 30221 of the Coastal Act. 

The Commisiion staff believes that the project shcuid bs designed to Improvs 
lie use cf the site by maalmlzing the amount 0? open space. Two of the 
•rnatives considered in the EIS, aUernatlves A and F, include significant 

amount of open space. Even though the Commission staff recognises that most 
of the alternatives would open up the site for pufrlic use, the construction of 
high rises on this site may conflict with the need ts protect the property for 
recreational uses. However, the development of s large open-space area may 
mitigate the impact of development of the site for non-recraatlonal uses. The 
staff would consider recommending that the Commission concur with a 
consistency determination that includes non-recreational development. If the 
Wavy damfcos-trit^s that present and future demand for coastal recreation is 
already adequately provided for in the area or would be provided by the 
proposed recreational uses of the property. 

Finally, on page 4-119- of the t!S, the Navy concludes that pa 
the area would not bs affected by the project, because^ it dee 
residential units. The Commission staff disagrees with this 
Since the proposed project would replace an existing office b 
warehouse with two high-rise office buildings snd two high-ri 
project would increass tha number of people visiting this par 
Say. It 1s ressonabla to sssune that those people would us-s 
recreational facilities in the area during there visit. Thus 
would place an additional burden on gristing recreational fac 
arsa. 

rk fad 
s not 1 
conclus 
yilding 
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t of Sa 
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COASTAL-QSrENOENT ACTIVITIES 

t i on 30255 of th« Coastal Act Iden t i f ies coastal-dspsndent and 
j t a l - r s l a t e d development as p r i o r i t y usrs of oceanfront land. The section 

provides that ; 
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P4SE 3 
JUNE 8 1990 

Coastal-dependent developments shal l have p r i o r i t y 
over other developments on or near the shorel ine. Except 
as provided elsewhere in t h i s d iv is ion , coastal-dependent 
developments shall not be s i ted in a.wetland. When 
appropriate, coasta l - re latsd developments should be 
accommodated within reasonable proximity ta the 
coastal-dependent uses they support. 

Section 30101 provides t ha t : 

"Coastal-dependent development or use0 means any 
development or use which requires a s i te on, or adjacent 
tc , the sea to be able to funct ion at a l l . . 

Section 30101.3 provides tha t ; 

"Coastal-related development" means any use that Is 
dependent on a coastal-dependent devslopment or use. 

The two al ternat ives considered in the consistsncy determination include the 
construct ion of two o f f i ce bui ld ings and two hotels. Since the hotels are 
v i s i to r -se rv ing uses, they provide sems recreational benef i t . Thus, they may 
be considered a high p r i o r i t y use. However, the Commission s ta f f is concerned 
that both the Naval and pr ivate o f f i ce bui ldings are not coastal-dependant or 
coasta l - re la ted, and thus they may not be high p r i o r i t y uses f c r t h i s 
property. In order fo r the Comntissicn to f ind that thess o f f i c e buildings are 
consistent with the CCMP, the Navy must demonstrate that those uses are e i ther 
rcastal-dependent or coas ta l - re ls tsd (see Sections 30101 and 30101.3 of the 
Coastal act for de f in i t ions of coastal-dependent and coasta l - re la ted 
developments). Since i t is un l i ke l y that e i ther of these bui ld ings can be 
isf ined as coastal-dependent, the Navy must demonstrate that both of these 
auildlngs are coasta l - re lated. I f the Navy cannot demonstrate tha t those uses 
i r« coastal - re lated, the proposed uses may s t i l l be consistent w i th the 
loastal Act I f the Navy can show that there ars no appropriate ccas ta l -
iependent or coastal-related uses fo r this property. 

UTERNATIVSS 

'he Srosriway Compl*^ project has b^ers designed to allow for the construction 
if Naval Off ice space st l i t t l e or no cost to tha Navy. In order to 
.ccomplisn th i s goal, the Wavy would leass the property to a p r i va te developer 
.3 construct the two hote ls , the private o f f i ca bu i ld ing , and the ftavy ja f f ics 
•ynd ing. The ecinomlc rs turn from the h s t r U -^d the sriv-ats o f f i c e Syi ldlng 
'ould enable the dsvelopsr to construct the Maval o f f l c? bu i ld ing at l l t t l s or 
o csst to the N£vy. This insthos of construction appears to encourage a 
sns i ty of dsvelcpment that is higher then nscsssary to support m i l i t a r y 
c t i v i t i e s . The Commission s t a f f is concerned that t h i s pro ject may be a 
recedent for high density m l l i t s r y / p r i v a t a devslopment on urban watarf ronts, 

"he Coimrisslpn staff belisves tha t the Mavy should consider reducing the 
ens l ty of the development in ordsr tc emphsslza rssreat lsnal uses In a manner 
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that is consistent with surrounding development. The Navy should evaluate a 
scaled down alternative that includes some private dsvelcpment and i j£ea£sr 
rnn+Hhnrlfrp nf federal Fund^ by the Navy. That alternative would Still allow 
the Navy to have its office space at less than full cost and would Improve 
recreational us$s of thu area. 

If the range of"sltsrnatives Is limited to those that have been identified 1n 
the draft EIS, then the Commission staff believes that the Navy should give 
additional consideration to alternative F. The alternatives evaluated in the 
consistency dstsrminaticn are limited to altarnatlv* A, which includes.1.9 
acres cf open space, and alternative S, which Includes 0,5 acre of open 
space. However, alternative F, as described In tha EIS, includes 3.5 acrss of 
open space. That alternative would allow for mors open spacs by reducing the 
number of high-rises from four buildings to three. That alternative would 
maintain the same amount of square footage as alternative A because th© height 
of the remaining buildings would be incraased. 

• 

As described above, the Coastal Act encourages the maximum amount of public 
recreational use of the waterfront areas. Alternative F would create a large 

line park, and thus increase the amount of recreational opportunit1«s 
„,. ifled by the project. It appears that alternative F was not chosen as the 
preferred alternative, because the increased height of thrae remaining 
buildings would increase the visual impact of the project. The Comalssian 
staff believes that the Navy should reconsider that alternative bacaus® the 
Increase in height and greater visual impact may be mitigated by the reduction 
in the number of buildings. In addition, that alternative does not Include a 
building devotea entirely to commercial offica use, and thus that altsrnative 
may have less conflicts with the public trust easement and Sections 30221 and 
3Q25S of the Coastal Act. 

COST 

As described above, t h * purpose of the two hotels and th® pr iva te o f f i ce space 
is to allow the construct ion of Naval o f f ice space i t V i t t l e or no cost to the 
Navy. In the coastal-dependent section of tha Navy's consistency 
determination, the Navy argues that the p r i v a t i o f f i ce space is consistent 
w i th that section of the CC*? because i t is In tegra l t s the p rs j ecVs 
f inanc ia l f e a s i b i l i t y . In ordsr for the Csirsilsslon s ta f f to evaluats th is 
conclusion, the Navy needs to produce svidsnce to support that canciusion. 
The Mavy should inc lude, ss part of the consistency determinat ion, an -iconomic 
analysis that discusses the fo l lowing Usuev. 

1 . Qemonstrate that the two hotels and the pr ivata off1c« space are 
necessary to fund th? Havy o f f i ce s.?asg, 

2. Can ths Nsvy cont r ibute federal fund? ts rsduce vii® I f l t sas l ty of 
devslopment or e l iminate the non-pr ior i ty uses? 

3. Wi l l the p ro jec t remain feasible I f the pr ivate o f f i c e py i ld lng i * 
not constructed? 

O-S 

0-10 

0-11 
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3. Will the project remain feasible I f the pr ivate o f f i c e bu i ld ing Is 
not constructed? 

4. Is there s u f f i c i e n t demand for the proposed pr ivate davelopment.in 
the Ssn Oisgo area? 

5. I f the Ci ty of San Diego da^s not contribute money to the p ro jec t , 
can the Wavy s t i l l develop a l ternat ive A or F and considsr the 
Increase In cost as mi t iga t ion for in tensi ty ana non-p r i s r t y 
development issues? 

a-i1 

ESTUARIftE RESOURCES 

On page 4-131 of the EIS, the Wavy states that: 

The project s i t e contr ibutes urban runoff to th i s area 
through storm water flows that ex i t the site via storm 
drains that empty Into the bay. Although not conclusive, 
i t can be assumed that runoff from the si te does not 
substant ia l ly a f fec t the marine habi tat of San Diego Bsy 
because the habi ta t value 
and divers?, 

in th is area Is considered r ich 0-12 

If the estuarlne habitat in the area is considered rich and diverse, why does 
the Navy assuine that the urban runoff would not be significant? The 
Commission staff does not believe that the Navy should make this assumption. 
If the proposed project would increase urban runoff in a manner that 
significantly affects the estuarlne habitat, then the Navy should mitigate 
that Impact. 

LOCAL COASTAL F30GRA8 

The Local Coastal Program (LCP) for the City of San Oisgo has been 
incorporated into the CCMP. while Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act remains tha 
substantive standard For evaluating federal projects, the LCP provides 
guidance for interpreting Chapter 3 policies in light of local circumstances. 
Therefore, the Navy's consistency determination should include an analysis of 
the project's consistency with the relevant portions cf the LCP. The 
Coramlssion staff is particularly concerned about the prsject's consistency 
with tha transportation policies of the LCP. In Its eanslstancy 
detarmlnatlia, the Kavy should include an analysis of the project's individual 
and cumulativa traffic impacts 3nd their consistency with the Centre 51ty 
sjgner.t cf th* City of S&n Dl£gs;s LCP. 

0-13 
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Ones again thank you for the qppcrtur.ity to ccirenent on the draft SIS and 
consistancy detarm!nation ror tha proposed project. Ir you have any 
questions, plaase contact Jim Halves the Ccinmission staff. 

Ssscutive Director 

cc; Deborah Lee. 

JRR/?MD 
0001D 
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GG-Ju'GX1! 

Mr. L o u i s M i s k o • 
D i r s c t o r of P l a n n i n g 
O f f i c e r i n C h a r g e 
EROADAY/NAVY COMPLEX 
555 Wes t B e e c h S t r e e t , 
San D i e g o , CA 92101 

#101 

S u b j e c t s X n t L e x s e c t i c n ' C o n f i g u r a t i o n s — P a c i f i c H ighway 

D e a r Mr . M i s k o : 

My understanding of the preferred configuration of the streets 
intersecting Pacific Highway, including "E", Broadway and 
"C" street as illustrated on page 4-67, is thar no double 
left-hand turn movements from Pacific Highway onto 
intersecting streets have been recoimnended. Conversely, 
in • the event that a full two block plaza is created at the 
terminus of Broadway, double left-turn lanes are reccirmended 
at the intersection of Broadway and "C" streets as illustrated 
on page 4-63. 

With respect to northbound traffic on Pacific Highway, I 
recommend against a right-hand turn at the intersection 
of Broadway. I also question the need to provide- a double 
left-hand turn from Broadwayr southbound onto Pacific Highway. 

These recommendations will negatively impact the design 
of off-site improvements adjoining the proposed development 
of the Santa Fe Center on the .south side of Brcadway and 
the future development of the Santa Fe Properties located 
on the north side cf Broadway. 

In addition, the implementation of right-of-way improvements 
at Broadway and Pacific Highway may be regarded as a standard 
for other intersections between Market and Grape streets, 
tfhich if followed, will reduce tha quality of Pacific Highway 
as a landscaped bculevard. 

P-1 

P-2 
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Louis Misko 
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LLLLL 

For this reason, I am anxious that the circulation 
improvements balance the traffic needs of the City and 
adjoining development with the street as an important 
landscaped entrance to the City and waterfront area. 

I would appreciate your response to my concerns in the review 
of the draft EIR for the Broadway Ccmplex. 

P-3 

/P2a^ 
MAX SCHMIDT 
ASSISTANT VICE PilESIDENT 

nc 

/ j f 

cc: . Mike Stepner 
Allan Holden 
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C a p t a i n Ve. K, Goodaraots, CSC, USN 
D f f i c a in Charge - ffavy Brcadway' P r o j e c t 
S'ss-'tarTj Division. 
H'aval F a c i l i t i e s Engineer ing Conioand Detaciiseril 
Broadvay Cosiplss 
555 W. Beecll S t r s e t - Sttitft 101 
San Diego, . CX 92101-2937 

Dear Captajui Goodarmota: 

:he C S , Env i ronasn ta l P r o t e c t i o n Agency (SPA) i a s reviewed t i e 
J r a f t Srvi roraaenta l Impact S t a t a a e r . t (DEIS) t i t l e d H^VY 3ECaDWS.Y 
S2KPL3X PB'OJZC?^ C i t r s^d Cc^s ty of s i a Disgo^ C a l i f o r n i a - The 
; i r y of San t?iego has i s sued a trcz.tt £Ti¥"iros2i2£ntal ILmpaat Espor t 
'DSXR) which i n c o r p o r a t e s by r>efer"snc:s t h e Havy's Broadway D2XS. 
JUT ccinnents on t h e DSIS/DSXS a.ra provided purs*aazit t o t h e 
r a t i o n a l Enr i ro tanss t s i P o l i c y A c t , S t a t i o n 3C9 of t h a Clean Air 
. c t f s s d t h e Council on SHVirsaaea ta l Q u a l i t y ' s R s g u l a t i e n s fo r 
^ p l e a e n t i n g HSPA (40 CFR 1500-1503) . 

h^e proposed Broadway p r o j a c t would c e n t r s l i s a aj^d c o n s o l i d a t s 
h& K a ^ - ' s a-dzaini s t r a t i va a c t I T I t i e s f o r t h a San Diago r sg ion a t 

n-sv f a c i l i t y on approximate ly 15o 6 a c r a s i s downtovn San Diego 
e a r t h e v a t e r f r e n t , xhs s l t a i s proposed f o r radsvalopmant 
h r c u g h a p i i h l i c / p r i v a t e p a r t n e r s h i p , Sha Kavy r e q u i r e s 
p p r o : c i r a t e l y cna SLillion s q u a r a f e e t o t o f f i c a space-
d d i t i o n a l sul t i—usa p r i v a t e daTelopmsn-t ( t o t a l , o f f i c e , r e t a i l ) 
n s i t a would be inc ludad t o o f f s e t tha "cos t of t h e Kavy-occupied 
i t a , t t e r a b y rad-j.cing t h a c o s t t o t i a t a x p a y e r . The. Kavy and 
bia C i t y cf San Disgo i n t e n d t o conclude a deTslopffient agreeaent 
s the . n e c h a n i s s f c r approva l and c o n t r o l of t h e s i t s ' s deve lop-

Q-1 

s . h a v e r a t a d . t h i s DEIS a s Ca tegory 3C-1 , Savi ronmeata l 
- Adagsiate (pl-aas* 3e& 2aclos-*sre l . "Suasaary o WJ. fu^' :X£g 

a f i n i t i o n s 2r.d Pollcw*up Actions5 1) a We encourage t h e adopt ion 
t w a t ^ r c cn^a rva t i on and s o l i d waste r e c y c l i n g measures and, 
t a s u r e s to p r o t e c t a i r q u a l i t y . We a l so* r e q u e s t t h a t t h e f iz&l 
^vircnaentaJ . Impact S ta tement (5*3X35 c o n t a i n a d d i t i o s a l ijiforsia-
ton anid---mitigatl3il a a ^ ^ s r e s on s e v e r a l p r o j e c t f e a t u r e s rsgia= 
i t e d -under t h e k-^-^sree c o n s e r v a t i o n arxd Recovery Act {?.CRA) , a s 
aended by t i e 138 4 £CPA as.'S5idffiesits; t h a Ccaprsherts i v* Saviron 
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mental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CEHCIA) , as 
amended in 1986; and the Toxic Substances Control Act (^SCA) , 
Detailed comments ara provided in Enclosure 2* 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment cn this D2IS. Please 

0-1 

j 

Deanna H« Kisman^ Director 
•office of External Affairs 

Enclostires; 2 ( 

cc 

EIS comments? EXS rating sheet) 

rcl District 
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Enyim-nmen-tgl lagact of the Action Endascre 1 

IC—i^rjc of cb lee t lons 
"Ihe EEfi. review has not iden t i f i ed ary p o t e n t i a l environmantsl impacts r e q u i r i r g 
subs tan t ive changes t c the prcpcsal- S e rgview asy have disclcsed cppor t^n i t i s s fcr 
a n o l i c s t i c n of mi t iga t ion ms^surss tha t cculd be acos^ l i shed with no nore than minor 
changes t o the proccsal - 'r~ 

5C—gnTirogaaantal Concerns 
The £E?. review- has idenzif ied env i ro rssn ta l issiacts tha t sha-ild be avoided in crd*r to 
f u l l y p r o t s c t the environnent- Corrective measures nay raquire changes to the prsfsrrad 
a l t e r n a t i v e or appl ica t ion of mit igat ion s sasures that can reduce the enviroranentsl impact. 
S2A. would l i k s t o work: with the lead agency t o r s d ^ s these izrpacts, 

ZO—Sngjaronmsntal Objections 
The EPA review has idencified s ign i f i can t enviroraer.tal i saac ts t ha t nust be avoided in 
o rder t o provide adeouats protec t ion for t b s environroento C^rrectivB nsasurss HHJ requ i re 
s u b s t a n t i a l chancss to the c r s f s r r sd a i t s m a t i v e or considerat ion of scss o ther proiect 
a l t e n a i t i v e ( ircluding the no act ion a l t e r n a t i v e or a new a l t e r n a t i v e ) , EPA intencs t o 
work vitb. the lead agency to reduce these inpacts . 

-Srrvirorsasrrtallv Unsatisfactory 
S ie FPA rsvisw h^<; ident i f ied adverse envircnnsntal ^rr'act.? t h a t ara of suf f ic ien t aagni -
tude t ha t thsy ara unsat is factory f rca the standbalnt of environmental qual i tyr p io i i c 
hea l t h or welfare. E?A intends t o work wi th the lead agency to raduce these i rpac t s . If 
the p o t e n t i a l unsatisfacrory i rpac t s are not corrscted a t the f i n a l EIS s t2ge r t h i s 
o r t p c s a l w i l l be raccsnsnded for r a f a r r a l t o the Oauncil cn Snviroraaental l a l i t y (CEQ). 

Adequacy cf t ae TTnr-̂ ct s tatsaent 

Category 1—Adscpî -̂̂  
=A. be l i eves the d r s f r £13 adequately s e t s for ih the environmental i^pactfs) o£ toe 

preferred a l t e r n a t i v e and these of the a l t e rna t i ve s raascnably avai lable to the project o r 
a c t i o n . £o furrhsr analysis or data c c l l s c t i c n i s necessary, but the ra^iewer may suggest 
the addi t ion of c lar i fy ing language or infosasation. 

Catacor-/ 2—Insuff icient Infosnation 

^ e d r a f t EIS dees not contain su f f i c ien t i n f o o a t i o n for E?A to fu l ly assess enviromrental 
irpacrts t h a t should be avcidsd in order t o fu l ly protect the erwironmsat, or the EHA 
rev ie*e r has Ident if ied nsw reasensbiy ava i l ab le a l te rna t ives t ha t a re within the scectrus 
of a i t e m a t i v e s analysed in the d r a f t EIS? ^Aiida could reduce the enTiroraasntal inpacts of 
t h e ac t i on . Ihe ident i f ied addi t iona l in fo r sa t ion , da ta , ana lyses r or discusisicn shaild be 
included in the f i n a l EIS, 

Cstecorv S—Insdecuats 
EPA dees not t s l i ave tha t the d r s f t £13 adequately -isses^es p o t e n t i a l l y s ignif icant 
an^ i r an raa t a i i iEacts of the act ion? or 'the EPA rsviswer has ident i f ied new? rsascnabiy 
availabl-s a l t e r n a t i v e s t h a t a r e outside of t h e spectrum cf a l t e r n a t i v e s analysed in the 
d r a f t EX3. which shC'Uid ba analysad in .crder t o raduca the po t en t i a l l y s ign i f ican t environr-
mental i r o a c t s , E?A bel ieves t h a t the iden t i f i ed additional information, data? aralysas, or 
•discussions a r e cf such a ssgni tude t h a t t h sy shcuid havs f u l l publ ic rsvi©>/ a t a d ra f t 
s t ags 0 E£A dcas net bal ieve t h a t the d r a f t SIS i s sdequats for the Durpcsss of the NEPA 
and /o r Sec t ion 309 review,, and thus sbculd be f o s s l l y rsvised and nads ava i lab le for cucu-O 
ccsEKSt ir. a srroplaEental or rsrvl^sd d r a f t BIS. Cn the basis of the po ten t ia l s igni f icant 
i s o a c t s Lnvoly^dr t h i s proposal cculd b^ a candidats for r e f e r r a l -to the C33. 

^Jrcm; ESA ^&nua-_ ^-'40.. "Foli-ir and ProcsOiras for the ^ v i a / cf Federal Actions Jfipacting 
t h e Snvironcsnt. * 

Aioacad b^.E^A^ Oct. 19S4 
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mrwEPAI, COKMI^TS - W&TE?. CQNSSRTATIOIf 1 S JUN 1S90 

The DSIS states that BKone of the aitematives would sig­
nificantly affect the ability of the City to provide water 
service; therefore, nc mitigation measures are necessary51 (DEISj 
page 4-121) . We urge the Kavy and tha City of San Diego to use 
this opportunity to develop a facility that is a .model for vatar 
conservation. We recommend.you consider .adopting a broad range 
of mitigation measures tc reduce the amount of water which the 
proposed project would consume, especially for its operational 
Qhase- Examples of water conservation measures include: 

* installation of water-saving shower heads or flow restrictors 
in the hotel rooms, 
* installation of water conservation features on toilets, 
* periodic .checks for laa}cs in pipes, hoses, faucets and 
couplings, 
* planting drought-resistant trees and plants for landscaping 
features, 
* use of efficient sprinklers or drip systems -rather than hand 
watering of lawns, trees and plants,. " 
* use of "gray water" to water lawns, plants and shrubs, and 
* watering vegetation after duslt or before sunrise to reduce 

ooration, .especially during hot months. 

AIP. OCTAXZTY - CISAN AIR &C? 

AS the DEIS notes, the San Diago Air Basin is designated as a 
nonattainment area for several pollutants. "The western half of 
tne Basin is designated as nonattainment of state and national 
carbon monoxide standards and state nitrogen dioxide standards" 
(DEIS, page 4-155}. Because of this, the Navy and the City 
should undertake every feasible effort to ensure that propcsed 
project activities do not result in further deterioration of air 
gualitv in the air basin under both the Federal and State Clean 
Air Acts, 

Q-2 

VTe support the adoption of "the two mitigation measures to reduce 
the project's air quality inpactss fugitive dust control during 
construction and long-term air emissions reduction through a 
Travel Demand Kanagement (TDK) program (DEIS, pages 4-172 and 
4-173} , rte encourage the Kavy and the City to commit to adoption 
of ail the TDM elements identified in the DEIS, including 
"improved transit use through, better service and' accessibility, 
increased ridesharing through provision of reserved carpool 
spaces, and developTaent of shared parking through a mis of land 
uses" (DEIS; page 4-61). We encourage the Kavy and the city to 
vork closely with the San Diego Air Pollution Control District 
—" the life cf the project (construction/operation) to ensure 

: it does not contribute to deterioration of San Diego's air 
quality. 

Q-3 
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yrAgARDOCrS SUBSTANCES - COKPg?rgTW<;TgB EtmROWMRIgTAlf RESPONSE, 
COMPENSATION' AND HASILXTy ACT.. AS AMEHDED SY FTTPERFOND A^nr^n-
MTraTS AND REAUTgORIZATIOK ACT fCERCIA/SARAl 1 g jÛ - ̂ cgg 

EPX's December 1533 scoping letter to the Kavy requested that the 
DEIS identify potential* topics contamination and contain tcrics 
mitigation. We appreciate the chapter that discusses potential 
tojd.cs contamination and the mitigation which the Kavy will adopt 
to reduce/eliminate impacts to public health and the environment. 
#e request that the toxics mitigation identified in the DEIS be 
adopted in full by the Kavy in its EEIS and Record of Decision. 

It appears likely from several statements that CERCLA hazardous 
substances, pollutants or contaminants are present onsite-
E^amples include tha flcily surface spill" outside Building 106? 
:ahigh acidity" due to sulfuric acid previously stored in Building 
105 r and "higher than normal levels of some priority pollutant 
metals" in soil samples (DSXS, pages 4-214 end 4-215). The FEIS 
should clarify whether any such materials are'present. If they 
are present, the selection cf a remedy by the Kavy would need to 
follow the process set forth in CEHCIA and the National Contin­
gency Flan (NC?) , including a remedial investigation to determine 
the extent of CEHCIA hazardous substances contamination, a risk 
assessment and an ecological assessment. 

We agree wirh the conclusion in the DSXS that several areas 
reguire more investigation to determine the extent of toxics 
contamination and to identify, appropriate remedial work (DEIS, 

J3-4 

i-O 

i^5—S5 4—216j .. At least four areas have been identified; 

* a source of black, hydrocarbon-discolored soil encountered in 
three hand-augured borings near Building 7, 
* a former harardous waste storage area located in Building 3, 
* soil around the forklift area, and 
* oil with lighting ballasts end transformers with potential ?CB 
concentrations. If £.igb concentrations are found, remediation 
would be recommended to reduce future onsite soils contamination 
(page 4-216). 

We request that the NaT/ closely coordinate its Broadway develop­
ments with the Califomia Department of Health Services, tha 
Regional Water Quality Control Board and local health and 
environmental agencies to ensure that the proposed project is not 
in conflict with Federal or State environmental restoration 
recuiremen t s, 

Q-6 

1= Hazardous Tj'asta^Volinie, We were unable to find any discussion 
concerning the types and quantities of ha2ardous materials or 
hasardous vast^. ^s defined under the Federal RC5A and/or State 
of California la^ . which the Broadway Project may use or 
generate. The project's construction may generate a variety of 
hazardous wastes (e.g., ignitabls paint wastes and spent 
solvents) , Hazardous wastes may be generated during the 
project's operational phase from hotel laundromat/dry cleaning 
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1 5 Jt'N IŜ J 
operations and other actions such as landscaping operations 
(pesticides). We request that the FEIS identify the types and 

mated quantities cf hazardous waste which may be generated 
^ng construction and operation. 

2- Hazardous Waste MIPTTT" nation. we encourage the Navy and the 
City to make hazardous waste minimisation, as reguired by the 
19S4 RCEA amendments, an integral component of the Brcadway 
Project in both construction and operation. Hazardous, waste 
uinisaization should be included as a mitigation measure in the 

and ROD. 

J 

_! 

3- Rgevclina, The DHIS states that, •V&s no significant impacts 
to solid waste would, result from any of the aitematives, no 
litigation measures are necessary" (page 4-12S) * E^A is very 
concerned with the nation's solid waste problem,, including the 
problems associated with siting new sanitary landfills and/or 
permitting alternatives such as incinerators. Recycling reduces 
ihe need for raw materials and helps to conserve natural 
resources a- It helps to minimise landfill use and extend the 
i^pected life of existing sanitary landfills*. We thus encourage 
;he Navy and the City to vigorously pursue a program to recycle 
•olid wastes, especially paper, glass, plastics and aluaiuum 
:ans. We recommend that a solid waste recycling program be 
included as a mitigation measure in the FSX3 and HOD. 

= - Solid Waste Kanagemsnt Units' fSWMETŝ  /Corrective Action. 

-EIS should discuss whether any RCRA SWKDs are located 
jnsite. Various sources of contamination may constitute RCSA, 
iPGHJs (e,g.f Building 3'hazardous waste storage arsaf the 
:orklift/drum storage areaj. contaminated soil near Building 7) . 
!f the Navy detez that S.CSA S'5?HCrg are onsite. the FEXS 
hould discuss whether the proposed project could affect RCHA 
:orrective actions onsite or at adjacent areas• 

;QXIC SUESTANCES COKTHQL ACT - TSCA 

he DEIS (page 4-222) notes that fluids in transformers and other 
lectrioal units will be tested by the Navy prior to construction 
.o determine if the fluids contain PCBs* If PCSs are found, the 

hould note that the removal and disposal of PC3-contaninated 
aterials is governed -under the TSCS." 

Q-9 

Q-10 

I 

0-11 

2-57 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

I n - R e : 

NAVY BROADWAY COMPLEX PROJECT 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMEN" 

•3 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

IS 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

San Diego City Administration Suildlng 
12th Floor Committee Room -

202 "C" Street 
San Diego, California 32101 

Wednesday, 
May 15, 1390 
7:00 p.m. 

24 

iO 

2-53 



PANEL MEMBERS 

2 CAPTAIN WAYNE GOODERMOTE 
Officer in Charge, Western Division 

3 Naval Faci1ities Engineering Cornmand Detachment, 
Brcadway Comp1e* 

4 555 West Beech Street, Suite 10 
San Diego, California 921C1-2937 

W.M. ROBINSON, JR. 
Executive Director 
Western Division 
Naval Faci1ities Engi neering Command Detachment, 

Broadway Comp1 ex 
8 555 West Beech Street, Suite 101 

San Diego, California 32101-2337 
9 

CURTIS E.. ALLING, AICP 
10 Vice President, Environmental Services 

2530 Red Hill Avenue 
11 Santa'Ana, California 32705 

LIEUTENANT COMMANDER JAMES C. HAUG, CEC, USN 
Assistant Officer in'Charge 

^3 Western Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Detachment, 

14 Sroadway Complex 
555 West Beech Street, Suite 101 

15 San Diego, California 32101-2337 

'6 LOUIS MISKO, Director of Planning 
Officer, in Charge, Western Division 

17 Naval Faci1ities Engineering Command Detachment, 
Broadway Complex 

IS .555 West Beech Street, Suite 101 
San Die.go, California 32101-2337 

19 

20 

21 

.22 

23 

24 



1 ATTENDEES: 

2 ROBERT BROMS 
Mesa Col l e g e , A r c h i t e c t u r e Depar tment 

3 2050 Emerald, Number 5 
San Diego, Cali fornia 32103 

4 
LOU CONTI 

5 The George Hyman Construction Company 
300 South Spring Street 

S Los Angeles, California 30013 

7 STEVEN DE SALVO 
San Diego Tribune 

3 350 Camino De La Reina 
San Diego, Caiiforni a 92110 

9 
DANIEL JACOBS 

10 Albert C. Martin a Associates 
311 West Seventh Street 

n Los Angeles, California 90017 

12 MIRIAM KIRSHNER 
City of San Diego, Planning Department 

13 2C2 C Street, Fourth Floor 
San Diego, California 32101 

14 
LAWRENCE C. MONSERRATE 

io City Architect's Office 
525 3 Street, Suite 2002 

IS San Diego, Cal .iforni a 32101 

17 MIKE SINGLETON 
KTU+A 

13 5155 Greenwi ch Drive 
San Diego, California 32122 

19 
DON WOOD 

20 C-3 and The Bayfront Coalition 
4539 Lse Avenue 

21 La Mesa, California 33041 

22 

2o 

BOB BREWSTER 
Turner Construction 
550 West C Strset 
San Diego., California 3210 

2-50 



1 ATTENDEES: {cent'd.) 

2 JAN CHARLES 
Box 14001 

3 San Diego, California S2114 

" 4 COLLEEN CRONIN 
National Safety Associates 

5 7710 Balboa, Suite 215E 
San Diego, California 32111 

6 
DEBBIE HUGINS 

7 National Safety Associates 
7710 Balboa, Suite 215E 

8 San Diego , California 92111 

9 GARY JAKOBS 
Michael Brandman Associates 

10 2530 Red Hill Avenue 
Santa Ana, California 92705 

11 
LIEUTENANT KELLY MANNING 

12 Naval Supply Center 
337 North Harbor Drive 
San Oiego, California 92107 

14 GARY SIMON 
4475 Granger Strset 

15 San Diego, California 32107 

13 WILLIAM UMSCHEID 
Bill Umscheid a< Associates 

17 4220 La Tiera Drive 
Ocsanside, California 32055 

IS 

13 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2-31 



9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

13 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Note: Provided below is public testimony commenting on the Draft EIS. 

The Navy's prasent.ation of the project elements, pages 5 through 21 of 
this transcript, repeats the contents of the Draft EIS, so Is not included 
here. 

Our first speaker will be Colleen Cronin. 

PRESENTATION BY MS. COLLEEN CRONIN 

NATIONAL SAFETY ASSOCIATES 

MS. CRONIN: Good evening ladies and gentlemen, my 

name is Colleen Cronin; I'm a sales coordinator with a 

company called National Safety Associates. We're located at 

7710 Balboa, Suite 21SE, San Diego, California 92111. 

Our primary focus is envi ronmental products, 

specifically water and air filtration systems. As you are 

probably aware, there is a growing concern about the quality 

of our indoor-air. 

We offer a solution to this problem. We have an air 

unit whi ch removes 35 percent of these i ndoor contarninants 

down to 0 , 1 fni crons , 

This includes smoke, pollen, dust, spores, gases, 

odors, about half of all known viruses and all bacteria. 

Areas cf application might be rooms with blueprint 

machines, computer rooms, lounges, poorly ventilated rooms, 

and areas with'high concentrations of employees. 

Our units are very energy efficient costing only 

pennies a day to operate. Most importantly, cur units have j 
i 

an unprecedented thrse year warranty, v 

If used properly, these filters shcuid greatly reduce 

your employee absenteeism due to illnesses contacted at the 

K 
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11 

23 

work place, better known as, sick building syndrome. 

We also offer a variety of water filtration systems 

designed to remove chlorine and chlorine compounds. Our 

units consist of a granular activated carbon filter which is 

impregnated with silver to prevent bacteria from growing 

within the unit. 

Approximately one third of all Cal i f orni a.ns are 

drinking bottled water and are paying anywhere from'25 cents 

to .SI,50 per gallon. We offer bottle quality water for only 

three cents a gallon. 

One of our newest editions is our bottle less water 

cooler; it has a lease-to-own option, which most companies 

do not offer. At the end cf three years, based on the HA*^ 

4 j number of coders needed, you could literally save thousands 

T5 of dollars in this area alone. 

Additional hidden costs with other oomoanies include 

bottle storage, loss of employee time to change bottles, and 

interruptions from bottle delivery. Our system alleviates 

thess problems. 

I want to thank you for the opportunity to present our 

products to you, and we look forward to working with you, 

Thank you, 

CAPT, GOODERMOTE: Thank you vary much, 

Mr, Wood. 

// 
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1 PRESENTATION BY MR, DON WOOD 

2 C-3 AND THE BAYFRONT COALITION 

3 MR. WOOD: My nafrse is Den Wood; we've been working 

4 together for I don't know how many years now on this, here 

5 at the original public charrettes that the Navy held when 

S Bruce Bcland was the Admiral. 

7 We've been involved in the waterfront for a long time; 

3 c-3 is represented on the Broadway Complex Coordinating 
• 

9 Group, and also has representation on the Center City 

10 Planning Committee. 

11 We're going to be providing written comments, but I 

12 thought I want^ to get a few onto the record, especially if 

13 this turns out to be the only public hearing associated with 

14 the EIR. HB-' 

15 Ws applaud the Navy for an active effort to involve 

13 the community, get community input, and provide public 

17 review of this project. I'm sorry we don't have mors people 

18 down hers tonight. It's certainly a .breath of fresh air 

19 compared to the Navy Hospital fiasco in Balboa Park. I 

20 think its been a mere opposite to that, and I want to thank 

21 Wayne and a lot of his staff for that behavior. 

22 : We applaud that the proposals having to do with 

23 opening of the east to west streets through the sit^e, 

24 waterfront", E. F and 3 Streets, 

25 Ws think that's very positive and we certainly support 
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the park proposal to put Sroadway included in I believe 

alternative F. 

We have some concerns I'd 1 ike to see addressed' in the 

final EIR, We support what you're trying tc do so far. 

We're still wrestling with, how does this project set a 

precedent for the land between Pacific Highway and Harbor 

Drive. 

How do we support this propose!, and some of the 

heights proposed on some of the buildings here, and yet then 

refuse to support or oppose Port projects being proposed on 

sites on tidelands property north of Broadway. 

-We're trying to set up some acuity and we're realizing 

this is a precedent, and so we want to work with the Navy 

and other interested parties to try and get some clear 

agreement on how this is going to be, especially since the 

Port has -not agreed to abide by the BCCG proposals, or the 

design standards. 

What is the potential impacts on the site related to 

the recently reported in the paper the Mission Bay fault, 

which runs down runway 31 at Lindbergh Field, through it 

looks like the Solar site, the County Administration Center 

and the Santa Fe site. 

Does that fault run under or near this site? What are 

the potenti al impacts of an aarthcpjake al ong the fault? 

What would the impact on this site be? What steps are being 

HB-1 

iB-2 
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taken to identify those potential impacts due to the 

potential earthquake? What mitigations propose to avoid or 

lessen these impacts? 

Third point I'd liks to make is how this project 

relates to Pacific Highway. We've seen a lot of photos, or 

a lot of overheads of the building from the west, I'd like 

to see a schematic or an illustration, or a concept drawing 

showing the east side front of the project, and trying, if 

this is possible, to.reiate it to projects on the west side 

of the Pacific Highway. 

And I realise that the Navy doesn't have a crystal 

ball about what CCDC and the City is going to allow on the 

east side. Ws would like to see how this complex relates to 

what is conceptually a major public promenade running along 

Pacific Highway north and south, and how the east side of 

the project relates to that. 

And those are the three concerns we have at this 

point, other concerns will be brought up in our written 

comments. And we thank you for your tifne and your 

cooperation and help on the project. 

CAPT. GOODERMOTE: Thank you. I appreciate your 

cooperation and support, and your patience in working with 

us, / 

One comment on your comment, if I may. Really I think, 

that the purpose of that four year process with the Broadway 

iB-3 
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1 Complex Coordinating Group under SANDAG was to really work 

2 out the interface of our project with surrounding projects. 

And really I ..think that was the intent in the plan 

that came out irv the form of the'Centra 1 Bayfront Design 

Guidelines, that came forth on the 22nd of September of last 

year, 

7 Thank you very much. Anybody else that has any 

S comments?" 

9 Well, this concludes the public hearing on. the Draft 

10 Environmental Impact Statement for the Navy Broadway Complex 

11 project. I thank each- of you for attending th-1 s evening. I 

know it's somewhat of a hardship to come out at this hour of 

i3 night, but'I do appreciate your attendance very much. 

14 Thank you and have a good averring 

15 (Whereupon,, at 7:35 p.m.,. the above-entitled matter 

IS was concluded*): 
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SECTIONS 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

ia accordance with both the NEPA and the CEQA, responses are provided to each substantive 
connsent raised on the contents of the DEIS (and, by reference, the DEIR). Responses need 
not be provided to conuneats that strictly state the opinion of the connsentator on the merits of 
the project or to commsnti that do sot address the specific contents of the DEIS. 

3.1 TOPICAL RESPONSES 

A number of issues were raised by several commentatcrs. Provided herein are responses to these 
comsaents. Wherever the subject is raised by an individual commentator, the response is 
referenced to the appropriate topical response. Topical responses, are identified as "TR-", followed 
by the appropriate number, 

TR-1;. MIHtar? GgMstnac^dEa FsiaaBigift̂  aaad Design Cgrostraiimts 

A number of comments were raised on the military construction alternative (DEIS Alternative E) 
focusing on two primary issues: 

1. 'Why is the project not being constructed with traditional Congressionaliy appropriated 
military construction funding? 

2. Why can't the military construction aitersative concentrate the deveioDment on one 
or two blocks and allow the rest cf the site to be developed with other community 
uses? 

MSMtairy GaansfcnactMM iFamdinBg 

In 1987, the United States Congress passed Public Law 99-661 (see Appendix A of the DHIS). 
By passing this iegislation, Congress established the objective of obtaining Navy office space at the 
Navy Broadway Complex and to do so utilizing the value of the Navy land through a public/private 
venture. Tne current five-year defense program contains no project to accomplish the 
consolidation or co-location of Navy administrative facilities in the Saa Diego area by military 
construction. In view of current federal budget reductions and the likeiihood of even more severe 
constraints in the future. Congress has acknowledged that direct funding is not available for this 
project by authorizing the project through a public/private venture. 

Tne Navy Broadway Complex is not "surplus" property. Retention of the Navy Broadway Coxples 
sits reflects a national defense requirement to maintain a mobilizaticn capability directly adjacent 
che Navy pier, which has a direct rail connection. During perieds of national emergency, the 
mobilization and demobilization of supplies, heavy equipment and weapons platforms with 
accompanying personnel becomes a critical factor. Tne hotel, commercial office, and open space 
envisioned for the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex could be used to augment Navy 
" ^ c e during these periods. Tnese complementary uses provide convertible space adjacent to the 

r, which will reiEain as a strategic iccation for staging of support personnel and equipment with 
the key rail/waterfrcnt linkage. 
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MMtary ComsftriBdion Ailtsraa^T? DesSga • 

Even though military construction (MILCON) funding of the project is not available, the 
alternative cf MILCON ftindisg was considered in the DEIS (as Alternative E) to provide 
decision-makers one measure by which to compare the impacts of the project. P.L. 99-661 requires 
that the public/private vesture development be mors advantageous, le . less costly, to the United 
States than the most economlcai military ccastructicn. As such, Alternative E accurately reflects 
the standard of development achievable if appropriated funds were available for use. 

Buildings 1 and 12, the two largest buildings currently located on the Navy Broadway Coraples, 
are retained and rehabilitated in this alternative to provide the maximum feasible square footage. 
This wouid leave an unmet need for 14S,G00 square feet of ofScs to reach the necessary 1 million 
square feet Thus, an additional cfSce building would be developed. As shown on DEIS Figure 
3-13, these three buildings would use approximately 1/2 of three blocks each, or approjdmateiy 5.2 
acres of the 15.6-acre site. This would leave 10.4 acres for parking and other uses. 

One million square feet of office would create a need for 1,230 parking spaces (at 1.23 spaces per 
1,000 square feet ofNavy oface). Using NAVFAC Manual P-SG Tacility Planning Criteria for 
Navy and Marine Corps Shore lostaliatioEs" (October 1982), 3 Multilevel parking garage may be 
pIanned...ociy where justified by land restrictions and economic considerations. Allow (360 square 
feet) for each passenger vehicle." Using thess standards, 1G.2 aces would be required to provide 
surface parking onsite. With 10.4 acres not dedicated to building uses, there would be sufficient 
area to provide necessary surface parking on Federal property. As there would be no land 
restrictions or other economic factors (cost) inhibiting surface parking, a multi-level parking garage 
would not be justified. Virtually the enlire site wouid therefore be devoted to buildings and 
surface paridng. 

TR-3! Fm^ect EcwMmaigs/F'aancsiag 

As discussed in topical response TR-1, funding fcr the project is no£ included within the 5ve year 
defense program, and, given current and likely future federal budget reductions, Congress (with 
the passage of Public Law 99-661) has acknowledged that the only funding source avaiiabie for 
this project is a public/private venture. The pubiic/private venture concept requires that 
deveiopment of the Navy Broadway Complex include compatible private land uses sufficient to 
offset the ccst of deveiopment of the necessary Navy office space. The process of formulating 
aitematives for the type and intensity of development on the site, therefore, integrated 
consideration of compatibility with surrounding development, specific environmental issues and 
the financial feasibility of potential aitematives. 

To evaluate the economic requirements of the pubiic/private venture, the Navy engaged the firm 
of Williams Kuebelbeck & Associates (WK&A) to raake an independent nnanciai feasibility 
analysis. A market assessment was performed £0 determine the potential types of uses which 
could be developed on the sits without adversely affecting the absorption of similar deveiopment 
planned in the Centre City San Diego. Tne marketable development program was refined from 
a City planning perspective, considering utoan design guidelines, massing, viewsheds, access and 
traffic, and significantiy reduced in total scope. The reduced density was further analysed on a 
financial pro fonsa basis to determine the overall return from the commercial land uses and the 
residual cash flow and present value attributable to the long term ground lease provided to the 
developer by the Navy, Tne financial analysis tested these cash flows and values against the 
estimated construction cost of Navy ofSce space and the value of the leased (and. The financial 

3-2 
J3/0664CG01.RTC 



. confirmed the amount of development and mix of uses, including commercial office, 
;cessary to feasibly implement the Navy's objectives in a manner consistent with Congressional 

authorization. 

Tne enabling federal legislation mandates the selection of the developer for the redevelopment 
through a competitive process. Tne financial analysis performed by WK&A forms the basis of the 
gcverament estimate to be used in the evaluation of competitive proposals submitted for award 

.of the redevelopment. The WK&A study is therefore proprietary solicitation infonnation which, 
in accordance with federal prccurement regulations, cannot be published in order to protect the 
integrity and competitiveness of the selection process. The selected developer, the WK&A 
financial feasibility study, and the actual financial proposal from the developer are subject to 
review by the Congress, prior to award, in accordance with the authorizing iegislation. 

Alternative B meets many cf the community planning objectives in terms of density, massing, 
urban design, and viewsheds and includes open space. The City of San Diego, however, desires 
a larger public open space at Broadway than would be provided by Alternative B. Tnis larger area 
could be combined with adjacent lands owned by the Fort District £o create the significant open 
space envisioned in the Central Bayfront Design Principles and incorporated imo the Preliminary 
Centre City Plan and Interim Deveiopment and Design Ordinance. The City has proposed that 
the Port District cooperate in making this additional land avaiiabie and in the improvement of the" 
open space. The estimated current cost of the open space improvements including road 
realignments and existing building demolition is approximately 57.1 million. 

Port District has not agreed to make avaiiabie the land or fund any of-these improvements, 
i - ^ e v e r , on December 5, 1989, the Board cf Commissioners of the Port District adopted a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the City which provides: 

Tort and City agree ic cooperate in design of improvements and identification of 
resources needed to develop the significant public plaza area at the foot of Broadway. 

Tne parties to this Memorandum agree that it is a common objective to create a 
significant public plaza at the foot of Broadway. Tne public plaza should consist of 
lands made avaiiabie by the Navy, by the Port, and reduction in the width of Harbor 
Drive and closing of Brcadway (subject to appropriate studies and required public 
hearing). 

Port and City recognize that Navy may require assistance tc compensate for loss of 
Building 1 area as a contribution to the public plaza. Port and City agree to cooperate 
in negotiations with Navy to identify acceptable assistance to offset this loss." 

In order to obtain this larger open space., as shown in Alternative- A, the City has undertaken the 
identification of funds for infrastructure (road and landscaping) improvements associated with the 
Haw Broadway Complex Project co offset the reduction in density and commensurate revenue 
loss. The current estimated cost ot improvements to Pacific Highway, Harbor Drive, £nd the E, 
?, and G Street rights-of-way is SS.l million. Tnis is additional to the open space improvement 
costs described above. 

= Navy Broadway-Complex now. generates no property or other taxes for the ..City. Tne 
property tax mcrsiT-cnt derived from the private portion- of the redevelopment will more than 
offset the total ccst of both -the open space and infrastructure improvements as "reflected in the 
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fiscal analysis (see DEIS pages 4-141 and 4-142, as revised by response to comment G-27). In 
accordance with California redevelopment laws, the property tax increment from the project is 
available to the Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego for expenditure in connection 
with projects of this type. Tne staff of Centre City Development Corporation (CCDC) (an 
advisory body to the Redevelopment Agency) has suggested that the Port District participate in 
the improvements to Harbor Drive and E, F, and G Streets because the Port District owns land 
underlying Harbor Drive, E, and F Streets and because of the favorable impact of the opening 
of these streets on adjoining Port District waterfront properties, especially the G Street Mole. 
Tne Port District has not agreed to such participation. 

TR-3: ParMns Supply and Transportation Demand Management (TDM') 

Tne provision of on-site parking for the Navy Broadway Complex was addressed in the DEIS 
(Section 4,2) and in the supporting Transportation Study for the Navy Broadway Complex. Tne 
analysis of current parking demand in the surrounding blocks used aa industry standard indicating 
facilities are effectively at capacity at 90 percent occupancy levels. Off-strest lots and structures 
within 15 minutes' walking time from the project site average 74 percent occupancy, while on-
street spaces average 83 percent occupancy. The study acknowledges that one of the largest off-
street public parking lot facilities in this area, adjacent to the Santa Fe Station, will be removed 
upon its development in 1992. Therefore the long-term parking conditions scenario (at build­
out) focuses on provision of an adequate on-site supply and accommodation of a portion of 
demand in alternative transportation modes. 

Standard estimation techniques were -used to forecast parking demand for the project. Tie 
parking demand totals, without TDM, were based on demand rates that do net consider the 
increased use of alternative transportation modes (transit, carpcoling, shared parking, etc.) that 
occurs in urbanized downtown areas. Tne narking sunoly rates for the nroiect were based on 
surveys conducted by Wilbur Smith and Associates for -typical supply levels provided in recent 
Centre City projects. 

Table 14 of the Transportation Study addresses the proportion cf on-site demand that is projected 
to be satisfied by on-site parking, and by diversion of single-occupant auto trips to other modes. 
Without a TDM program, Alternative A provides that SO percent of parking demand will be 
accommodated onsite assuming a 15 percent transit mode share; 20 percent of spaces would be 
provided offsite. The transit share is a reasonable assumption given that the current average 
proportion of employees in the Centre City who take transit to work is 15 percent, according tc 
surveys by Commuter Computer, San Diego. Tnis may be'a conser/ative estimate for the project 
given the availability of two LRT lines in the vicinity of the project 

The addition of a TDM program to the seven project aitematives provides a scenario where the 
full parking needs of the project are provided onsite, based on the diversion of a proportion of 
trips by alternative modes. For Alternative A, 24 percent of office workers were projected to 
commute by alternative modes. For hotel workers and retail workers, 15 percent of demand 
would be diverted due to alternative mode use. This is also a reasonable?11 assumption of the 
proportion cf employee trips that would be diverted to alternative modes based on curreni: travel 
patterns. According to Commuter Computer, approximately 24 percent cf all Centre City 
employees carpool or arrive by alternative modes. An additional 15 percent take transit. Since 
office workplaces are among the easiest to implement ridesharing programs, the full existing 
percentage was used to estimate project ridesharing for office. Much lower percentages were 
assumed for hotel and retail, rsflecting the nature of these workplaces. 

3-4 
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Statewide experience shows that federal, stats, and local employees achieved ridesharing rates 
of 30 percent or mere. For sxample, survey data for Countyof San Diego Courthouse employees 
show that less than half drive alone (48 percent); more than half rideshare or take transit, and the 
transit ridership is very high at 39 percent Tae above data is consistent with rates seen statewide 
and summarized in the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's "Commute Alternatives 
Program Evaluation" study (January 1984), which evaluated ridesharing programs in six northern 
Califonsia counties. The study indicated that standard employer coordination and minima! benents 
resulted in ridesharing levels cf up to 31 percent for Contra Costa County employers. 

• Tne projected mode splits with TDM are intended to provide a reasonable forecast of commuter 
modes and the resulting "parking needs for typical Centre City uses. In all cases, the mode splits 
with TDM are comparable with existing patterns in San Diego and the Central Business Districts 
of other major metropolitan areas in Caiifomia. 

Therefore, the assumption of parking demand reductions due to TDM are reasonable. They do 
not represent a statement of goals for the project, but a reasonable estimate of TDM-related 
parking demand reductions expected for a project of this size, given standard TDM program 
measures, that are commonly implemented by employers in the Centre City area, according to the 
regional ridesharing agency. The listed TDM measures approximate the types of employee TDM 
program measures implemented by Centre City employers. An actual program shcuid be tailored 
to the employee population and:Is expected to be coordinated onsite. 

I: Project FHamataig m the Caniteat of the Ceatral! Bayfeomft aaid Ce&fcra Oty 

Comments on the EIS which assert the project is not consistent with the Citv's nianning direction 
for the walerfront dc not appear to recognize the mcst recent community plan. Since the release 
of the Draft EIS in April 1950, the Centre City Planning Committee (CCPC), appointed by the 
City Council, has completed the Preiiniinary Centre City San Diego Community Plan and Interim 
Development and. Design Ordinaace, both dated July 1990. Tne plan incorporates the Central 
Bayfront Design Principles that were adopted by the Broadway Complex Coordinating Group 
(BCCG) in September 1989. The community plan updates the city's land use and deveiopment 
policy for the Centre City. Tne CCPC, Centre City Development Corporation, and Planning 
Commission recommended adoption of the plan and ordinance to the City Council Tne City 
Council concurred and recently adopted the plan and ordinance (first reading). 

The project site is located within the Commercial/OfSce District of the plan where professional 
office, retail, restaurant, hotel, motel, and multifamily or single-room residential uses are 
emphasized. Inclusion in this district is important to note, because it recognizes the 
appropriateness of the office, "hotel, and retail uses propcsed for the Navy Broadway Complex. 
Tne designation as a ccmmeidal/bSce district reflects the importance of the proiect site as a 
complementary part of the downtown core, rather than a Iccation of unplanned competition for 
deveiopment opportunity with the downtown. (Tnis is also confirmed by the market-'"analysis 
prepared for the proiect Please see Response TR-2.~t 
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Guidance for the intensity of uses and principles for the urban design of development have been 
uniSed in the premsinary community pian. Intensity is governed by maxfmum floor area ratios 
(PAR) designated for each city block with the highest intensities in the downtown core and along 
the Broadway spiae. For the Navy Broadway Comples the FAK designations are highest next to 
Broadway (7.0 on Block 1) and diminish to the south (6.5 on Block 2 and 5.5 on Blocks 3 and 4). 

The urban design guidance in the water&o&t area consists of the Central Bayfront Design 
Principles prepared by the BCCG. The principles mciude objectives for stepped down intensity 
and scale from the most intense along the Broadway corridor to lesser intensities north and south 
of Broadway, and toward the waterfront. A mixed-use bayfront is encouraged. Lmportant public 
spaces are recommended for the bayiroot, including one at the foot of Broadway. Rsccmmended 
street improvements mciude the enhaacement of Pacific Highway as the primary vehicular route 
in the Central Bayfront and extension of the strset grid through the site for H, F, and G, Streets. 

Tne Navy Broadway Complex Project's preferred Alternative A was developed in coordination 
with the fonnulaticn of the Central Bayfront Design Principles and the preliminary community 
plan. It is consistent with the FAR desigaadons for building intensity and with the urban design 
guidance for the bayfront with its opening ofstrests, scaled down building heights to the west and 
south, and inclusion of the 1,9 acre open space at the foot of Broadway. The project is a mixed-
use development as directed by the plan. The 1.9 acres on Block 1 would substantially contribute 
to the large open space desired at the foot of Broadway. The continuous esplanade and extension 
of the street system couid be accomplished, as needed on the project site. The community plan 
specifically indicates that it encourages the development of the Navy Broadway Complex with 
propcsed commercial office and hotel uses (nags S4 of the pian). The Navy conducted a planning 
process for the project and participated extensively in the Centre City planning activities 
specificaiiy to formulate a development concept that would reflect the City's objectives for the 
Central Bayfront area. The planning process was conducted with substantial opportunity for 
public input and numerous discussions with iccal residents, groups, and agencies. 

TR-fe T'ideBaMgs Tinsst 

Representatives of the Office of the State Attorney General and counsel for the State Lands 
Commission have claimed that laaguase in the deeds from the Citv of San Diego to the United 
• States conveying the several parcels constituting the Navy Broadway Complex restrict the use of 
that property to these uses that can be generally described as "military in nature." They have 
also claimed that the property is subjeel to the tidelands trust and cannot be used for purposes 
that are inconsistent with general tidelands trust theories. Attorneys for the Navy and the U.S. 
Department of Justice disagree with the State's contentions. 

Tne Kavy asserts that: (1) The restrictions of the tidelands trust were removed by action of the 
California Legislature in 1929; (2) the deeds from the City of San Diego to the United States 
contain no language of reversion and, therefore, dc- not limit the Navy's use of the property; and 
(3) since the proposed cominercial deveiopment of the Navy Brcadway Complex is to be 
undertaken solely for -the purpose of providing the means whereby the Navy wul obtain office 
space, the entire development is consistent v îth :he deed restrictions the State claims eras::. 

Since the State Lands Commission letter of December 22, 1983, was written, there has been a 
considerable amount of correspondence between representatives of the State and the Navy, as 
well as a number of meetings, in an effort to arrive at a mutually satisfactory resolution cf the 
contLcting views. Several proposals for sett^emen? of ihs dispute have been made. Ail p~oposals 
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contemplate that the Navy Broadway Complex project would proceed as planned. The latest 
nropcsal of the State Lands Commission staff ccmmumcated to the Navy by the Caiifomia 
Attorney General would require the Navy to relinquish a.parcel of property-it uses under long-
term lease from the San Diego UniSed Pert District in return for, among other matters, the 
termination of the tidelands trust claimed by the State to exist on those parcels within the Navy 
Broadway Complex to be used for commercial office space. This proposal was unacceptable to 
the Navy because it presently makes intensive use cf the leased land. 

If the Navy and the State are unable to conclude a mutually acceptable settlement of this legal 
dispute, any adverse title claims of the State will be extinguished by appropriate court action which 
the Navy has initiated by request to the United States Department of Justice. However, the 
evaluation of alternatives on an environmental basis need not await final resolution of the legal 
issues. 
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A. Robert S. joe, United States Department of Army, Corps of Engineers, May 22,3.990 

A-l. Section 3 of the DEIS describes all of the alternatives being considered for 
development. As discussed and shown in a number of figures (see for example, Figure 
3-4 on page 3-7), no elements of the project are propcsed to encroach on San Diego 
Bay. No other waters of the United States are on or near the site. See, also, page 
4-152 of the DEIS for a discussion of biological resource impacts of the propcsed 
alternatives. 

A-2. Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act has been 
vigorously pursued throughout the planning and environmental process for the Navy 
Broadway Complex Project. The Navy has determined that Buildings 1, 11, and 12 
together are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places as a district under 
Criterion C. Other structures and archaeoloricai resources have been determined tc 
not be eligible fcr the National Register. Tne State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) concurred with these determinations in a letter dated October 3, 1989. 

As described in the EIS, the proposed project would have an-adverse effect on the 
eligible resources, so a mitigation approach was prepared and submitted to SHPO. 
with advisement to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, as the basis for a 
two-party Memorandum of Agreement (MOA). Tne MOA. was signed by SHPO on 
August 14, 1990 and accepted by the Advisory Council cn Historic Preservation cn 
August 28, 1990. Tne MOA between the Navy and SHPO requires that historic 
information from the affected buildings be recorded according to the standards of the 
Historic :American Buildings Survey as mitigation fcr their alteration or demolition. 
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Kenneth W. Holt, M.S.E.H., United States Department of Health and Human 
Serdces, May 24,1990 

B-l. Tne commentator agrees with the findings and conclusions of the DEIS. No response 
is necessarv. 
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C Montague D. Giiffin, May 25,' 

C-l. The commentator's opinion that each of the aitematives considered in the DEIS has 
substantial liabilities is noted. These "liabilities" have been evaluated in the DEIS as 
enviromnental impacts. 

C-2. Please see topical response TR-1. -^ 

C-3. The linanciai feasibility of the project has been thoroughly considered. (See TR-2.) 
However, execution of the project will be based on competitive proposals from 
developers. If the proposals indicate that the project is not feasible, that the 
development will not meet the necessary timeframes, or that the undertaking is not 
as cost-effective as military construction, then the development will not be undertaken. 
Tne assertion that the oroiect will cost the taxpayers more than with MILCON funding 

J. J ST J J-J 

is inconsistent with the DEIS, and lacks sufficient specificity to warrant further 
response. 

C-4. Tne commentator's opinion is noted. Please see topical response TR-l. 

C-5. The commentator's opinion is noted. Please see topical response TR-1. 

C-6. The commentator's opinion is noted. Please see topical response TR-1. 

C-7. The commentator's preference for Alternative F over Alternative A is noted. No 
further response is warranted. 

C-3. Tne DEIS contains extensive analytical material related to the project's impact on 
aesthetics and viewshed. Please see pages 4-74 through 4-114 of the DEIS. Tne 
conchisionary comment that the project aitematives are detrimental to Bayfront 
aesthetics fails tcsuggest that either the methodology or analysis of the DEIS on this 
issue is inadequate. 

C-9. Tne shadows depicted in Figures'4-52 (page 4-112) and 4-53 (page 4-113) accurately 
describe the shadowing effect cf the project, based on sun angles at the specific times 
noted, Tne commentator's disagreement with the conclusions on page 4-114 with 
respect to shading are noted. 

C-10. The water consumption estimates shown on page 4-122.of the DHIS are based on 
water consumption rates typical for the uses proposed, as provided by the City of Saa 
Diego Water Utilities Department. Nevertheless, in view of the generally constrained 
water supply throughout California, che following is added to page 4-121 under 
"Mitigation Measures": 

"Although the project wouid not significsntiy affect the ability cf the City of San 
Diego to supply water service, the following design features will be incorporated into 

" the proposed project: 

» Low-flow shower and faucet fbrtures will be provided in all buiidinss. 
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Drought-tolerant landscaping will be used on all areas of the site except where 
grass-intensive uses (such as in open space areas) are located. 

r1 i -11. Tae only "toxic" or "hazardous materials" that would be used on site are those that 
are associated with normal operations of hotels and office buildings. The Navy and 
project site lessees would be required to comply with all laws and regulations that 
establish the methods and procedures for the use, storage, and disposal of toxic or 
hazardous materials. 

C-12. An evaluation of site geology and geologic hazards was made in the previous 
geotechnical investigation by Woodward-Clyde Consultants (1988) (which is included 
in the Hiisch and Company report referenced in the draft EIS). Supplemental 
information regarding site geology, seismicity, evaluation of faulting, and liquefaction 
is presented in the report entitled "Additional Geologic, Seismic, and Geotechnical 
Studies. Navy Broadway Complex, San Diego, California," dated September 5, 1990 
and prepared by Woodward-Clyde Consultants. Tnis report is included in this 
appendix as Section 4. Additional test borings extending below proposed foundation 
depths will be required for design level geotechnical investigations, but the current 
borings are adequate for the current planning and environmental level investigations. 

C-13. While it is true that open space uses may attract and be beneficial to,certain bird 
species, the intent of the DEIS is to identify substantial adverse impacts cf the 
proposed action and provide mitigation measures and aitematives to avoid these 
impacts. 

C-l4. In areas characterized by long rows of tall buildings and in areas of already high wind 
speed (e.g., Chicago), a wind tunnel'effect can be created whereby wind is directed 
through narrow passageways and somewhat accelerated. Tne project area is not 
characterized by these conditions, especially with respeel to wind speeds. As shown 
on page 4-155 of the DEIS, the mean wind speed in the project area is 6.6 miles per 
hour (mph), and wind speeds exceed 12 mph only 10 percent of the time. Tne site is 
adjacent to San Diego Bay, with no major structures between it and the.bay to 
accelerate the relatively moderate winds that do traverse the site. Tne project would 
have the effect of moderately blocking bay breezes to areas immediately adjacent to 
the inland side of buildings, but normal wind flow would return rapidly, such that it is 
approximately the prevailing speed within a block of the site. Tne project would not 
have the effect'of substantially reducing breezes to residential areas east of Kettner 
Strset. 

C-15. This comment reiterates comment C-8. Please see response to comment C-3. 

C-16. Tne second sentence on page 4-142 is hereby revised to read as follows: 

"Alternatives E and G do not generate tax revenues to the city, as they include only 
Navy facihties." 

C-17. Tne legend on page 4-208 of the DEIS is.- hereby revised to indicate that the 
description-of each identified property is found on pages 4-207 and 4-209,of the DEIS. 
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D. Don L. Nay, Port of San Dsego, May 31, 1990 

D-l. Please see topical response TR-2 concerning the economics and financing of the 
proposed project, as well as possible financing aitematives for infrastructure 
improvements. The nnancing aitematives discussed therein are not inclusive of ail 
potential financing options that may be considered in the implementation of the 
project. The EIS assumes that financing for necessary infrastructure improvements^ill 
occur. Note that the intent of the EIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of the 
proposed project. Tne financing of the project is not a factor in the extent and type 
of impacts that the project would create. If various infrastructure improvements can 
not be financed, and the lack of such improvements result in environmental impacts, 
then the Endings of the EIS would need to be changed, with such changes disclosed 
in environmental documents circulated to the public. 

With respect to the museum, as noted on page 3-6 of the DEIS, up to 55,000 square 
feet of unimproved space would be made available to a ebmmunity-sponsored 
organization for a museum. The draft development agreement with the City of San-
Diego provides that the organization's qualifications are to include reasonable initial 
capital and operating reserve requirements. Public subsidies, if any, would be 
minimized. The agreement further provides that if no such organization is willing or 
able to undertake such a venture, the space would be utilized by the Navy or 
publicly-oriented commercial uses. The cost of providing the museum has not been 
determined, but the cost would not alter the potential environmental impacts cf the 
project. 

D-2. Tne Navy notified the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) that it proposed tc 
construct buildings that would encroach into FAA.-determined imaginary surfaces. It 
is the FAA.'s responsibility to review plans for each new development and to determine 
if there would be a hazard to air navigation. The FAA considers a number of factors 
when making this determination, including existing and proposed (that the FAA has 
considered) buildings that are in the area. 

As discussed cn page 4-221 of the DEIS, the FAA reviewed the plans for Alternative 
A The FAA issued a Detennination of No Hazard to Ar Navigation and indicated 
the alternative would not adversely affect air navigation. Any future building in the 
overlay zone wouid undergo the same evaluation by the FAA., including an evaluation 
of cumulative impacts. ^ 

D-3. Tne seven study alternatives provide a range of scenarios that allow for the 
identification of impacts both with and without the closure of Broadway between 
Pacific Highway and Harbor Drive. Tne potential closure of Broadway is discussed in 
both the DEIS (Section 4.5) and the supporting Transportation Study. Through these 
documents, the DEIS provides a comprehensive discussion of the impacts both with 
and without the street closure. 

Tne development of open space at the foot of Broadway, as identified in Aitematives 
A and F, could result in a closure of Broadway between Pacific Highway and Harbcr 
Drive, if adjoining lands are made available for open space. Alternative A provides 
an internal route through the open space that wouid connect the intersection of 
Broadway/Pacific Highway to Harbor Drive via a new connection to Harbor Drive 
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north of Broadway (i.e., B Street or C Street) and E Street, and would require a 
partial vacation of Broadway. Tne open space shown in Alternative F is bounded by 
Pacific Highway, E Street, Harbcr Drive, and the new connection to Harbor Drive 
north of Broadway (Le., B Street or C Street). The resulting alignments and traffic 
diversions were shown in Figures 4-18 and 4-19 of the DEIS. 

The draft EIS and Transportation Smdy indicates that either the B Street or C Street 
alignment could be used to provide a connection between Pacific Highway and Harbor 
Drive to the north of Broadway. Finally, it should be noted that the project would 
result in an increased level of access from the core area to Harbor Drive and the 
adjacent shoreline by providing through links at E, F, and G Streets. 

D-4. Please see topical response TR-3. 

D-5. Tne figures shown in the DEIS are illustrative and show a concept that could be 
developed in conjunction with the proposed project. It is not the intent of the Navy 
to dictate the land uses outside of the boundaries of the Navy Broadway Complex. 
Clear project boundaries are shown in each of these figures. 

It is further clarified that the proposed project covers the area located within the 
boundaries shown on several figures in the" EIS (see particularly Figure 3-3 on page 
3-4). Any proposed open space or other uses outside the boundaries cf the Navy 
Broadway Complex are conceptual and are shown for illustrative purposes, Tne actual 
uses outside of these boundaries are subject to prcDCsals and approvals cf agencies 
other than the Navy. Also, please see topical response TR-2. 

D-6. Tne comment refers to a figure that is reoiicated from the CCDC's Urban Desisn Pian 
for the Centre City, Tnis figure is discussed cn pages 4-9 and 4-12. Tne figure does 
not imply Navy jurisdiction, and is referenced to the City of San Diego (see page 4-
11), Figure 4-5a, which is replicated from the Port of.San Diego's Master Plan, is 
included in response to this comment. Tnis figure depicts planned port facilities in the 
vicinity of the project site. A "park/plaza" is shown along Harbor Drive along the 
frontage cf the project site and extending to Grape Street, approximately 112 mile to 
the north. Tae Precise Plan within the Master Plan describes this as a landscaped 
promenade. Tne project (Alternative A) would allow for development of a 25-fcot-
wide sidewalk along the project frontage, which is sufficient area to accommodate the 
port's plans. 

D-7. The commentator's clarification of the California Coastal Commission's review 
responsibilities within the Port of San Diego jurisdiction is acknowledged. Tae 
commentator's description mors accurate'v reflects t'*e commission'^ 'ols ths^i the 
Draft EIS discussion on page 4-20, first paragraph. 
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E. James T. Cheshire, State of Califoraia, Department of Transportation, June !, 1990 

E-l. The programmed improvements along 1-5, SR 163, and 1-8 that are cited on page 4-
47 of the DEIS are based on a list of projects identified in SAND AG's 1987 "Five-
Year Regional Transportation Improvement Program". This pian cited a number of 
planned improvements on the state highway system that were included in Caltrans' 
1987 PSTIP (proposed State Transportation Improvement Program). Based^on 
conversations with Caltrans, these projects were subsequently rejected for consideration 
in the STIP. As such, the first paragraph on page 4-47 cf the DEIS is hereby omitted. 

E-2. The DEIS (page 4-54) and the accompanying Transportation Study evaluate the long-
term conditions at four interchanges serving the Centre City. Tne conclusion of the 
analysis is that "there is adequate capacity to serve anticipated demand under the long-
term scenario". Tne assessment included a review of future operating conditions at 
the ramp junction cf 1-5 with Front/Second and Hawthorn that serve the Pacific 
Highway corridor in the northwest quadrant of the Centre City. 

Tae discussion of ramp conditions is documented on page 4-54 of the DEIS and pages 
25 through 31 in the Transportation Study. Peak hour volumes and service levels are 
shown for the four ramp junctions that were studied in Table 9 (page 30) of the 
Transportation Study. As the analysis presented in the DEIS concludes that there is 
no significant impact from the additional traffic generated by either the project or 
cumulative development at the 1-5 ramps adjacent to Pacific Highway, no mitigation 
measures are reauired. 
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Michael J. Stepner, Cnty Of San Diego, City Architect, May 31, 1990 

F-l. This comment is consistent with the discussions in Sections 4.1.4 and 4.1.5 of the DEIS. 

F-2. Above-grade parking is discussed in response to comment F-3. Air quality mitigation 
measures are discussed in response to comment F-4. 

F-3. Tne commentator's desire to reduce the amount of above-grade parking is noted. The 
Navy, in developing the project design, utilized the Central Bavfront Design Principles 
(referenced to BCCG in the comment). Page 5 of the design principles states that 
n(T)wo levels of parking must be accommodated below-grade prior to accommodating 
parking above-grade." Parking is provided below-grade on all four blocks of the 
project site. Only Block 2 includes above-grade parking, but only after the requisite 
2 below-grade levels are provided. Thus, the project is consistent with-the objectives 
of the referenced BCCG plans. 

Please see topical response TR-4 with respect to the relationship between the BCCG 
plans and Central City Planning Committee (CCPC) plans. As discussed in that 
response, Central Bayfront Design Principles have been included in the Preliminary 
Centre City Community Plan Interim Deyelopment and Design Ordinance, which 
states: 

"1. All parking spaces shall be enclosed in a structure. AH such parking structures 
shall be architecturally integrated and incapsulated into the development and shall 
conform to all other requirements of the Preliminary Centre City San Diego 
Community Plan and Interim Centre City San Diego Development and Design 
Ordinance. 

2. Two levels of parking must be accommodated below grade prior tc 
accommodating parking above grade with the following exceptions: 

a. For parcels of 10,000 square feet or less, below grade parking is not 
required. All other parking requirements apply. 

b. For development infilled on sites or blocks which contain designated 
historic sites, an exception to below grade parking requirements may be 
permitted by the City Architect. A l other:..parking requirements apply. 

c. For development on sites proven to be significantly impacted by the water 
table, the provision of below grade parking may constitute unnecessary 
hardship upon the pronerty owner. However, where oarking is permitted 
above grade, special attention shail be given to its architectural treatment 
and encapsulation. Al other parking rsquirsments apply." 

Tne proposed parking is therefore consistent with the standards now proposed for the 
Centre City. 

\. Tne Navy concurs that simply, limiting the number of onsite parking spaces is not a 
sufndeni means by which to mitigate air quality impacts. Tne Navy will be adopting 
an extensive transportation demand management (TDM) plan,, which will include 
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utilizing alternative modes of transportation, as part of the project Please see page 
4-60 of the DEIS, as well as topical response TR-3 for more details on the TDM 
program. 

F-5. Please see responses to comments F-3 and F-4. 
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r- Craig Adams, June 3, 1990 

(j-1. The DEIS necessarily limits the aitematives discussions to those that focus on the co-
location concept funded through a public/private venture. Section 2 of the EIS 
discusses the purpose and need for the collocation of Navy activities. The objective 
of the proposed action, to accomplish the acquisition of facihties through a public/ 
private venture at the Navy Broadway Complex, was established by the authorizing 
legislation. The DEIS necessarily discusses aitematives having the minimum financially 
feasible commercial development required to achieve the project objective, as well as 
military construction and no action aitematives. Please also see the topical responses 
TR-1 and TR-2 for further discussions of the military construction alternative, the 
project economics, and the continuing military contingency requirements for retention 
of the entire site. 

G-2. Please see topical responses TR-1 and TR-2. 

G-3. The Navy's preferred Alternative A has been developed in coordination with the 
formulation of the Central Bayfront Design Principles, adopted by the Broadway 
Complex Coordinating Group in September 1989, and the Preliminary Centre City San 
Diego Community Plan. It is consistent with the types and intensities of uses included 
in those local planning documents. Please see Topical Response TR-4. 

Tne Navy is required by the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act to conduct its 
activities "in a manner which is, to the maximum extent practicable, consistent with 
approved state management programs." The Navy has determined that .Alternative A 
is consistent with California's approved coastal management program, i.e. the California 
Coastal Act. Tne evaluation supporting this coastal consistency determination 
examined applicable coastal resources management policies in detail. It has been 
submitted to the California Coastal Commission for its review and is available for 
examination at the Navy Broadway Complex Project office. 

Regarding the influence of State land use planning policies on Federal property, such 
as the Navy Broadway Complex, it should be noted that strict adherence to State 
coastal land use policies, to the extent that they dictate specific uses of Federal 
property, is not required for two reasons. First, those policies are limited in their 
application to the land in the coastal zone (and the Navy Broadway Complex is not 
with the coastal zone). Second, even if the.site was within the coastal zone, the basic 
land use planning decision underlying the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway 
Complex has already been made by Congress. The Property Clause of the Constitution 
provides that "Congress shall have Power to make all needful Rules and Regulations 
respecting—Property belonging to the United States." (U.S. Const., Art. TV, Secticn 3, 
Clause 2). When Congress enacts legislation respecting such property pursuant to 
the Property Clause, such as P.L. 99-661, the iegislation necessarily overrides 
conflicting State laws under the Supremacy Clause. Consequently, the St£te coastal 
management policies directing land use decisions cannot override Federal land use 
decisions. Please also see Topical Response TR-6 regarding the State tidelands trust. 

Notwithstanding this issue regarding Federal land use planning decisions, the Navy's 
coastal consistency evaluation indicated that the project is a master planned, multi-
use development of high priority coastal -uses that is consistent with coastal . 
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management program pohcies. The high priority coastal uses of the project consist of 
commercial recreation (hotels, specialty retail, restaurants, and museum), public access 
and recreation features (opening of E, F, and G Streets; pedestrian facilities, gallerias, 
and open space), and coastal-related Navy uses (office support for the supply function 
of the Navy Pier and mobilization assets in the office and hotel/restaurant uses 
adjacent to a transshipment point at the pier). These high priority, coastal uses 
constitute over 90 percent of the ground-level use area of the project. The ngu-
priority, commercial office use is a financially essential component of the overall master 
planned project 

The coastal uses along the Central Bayfront that are in State-approved local land use 
plans emphasize public and commercial recreation opportunity. The proportion cf 
ground-level use area (74. percent) devoted in Alternative A. to public and ccmmercial 
recreation uses, both of which are given priority for a coastal location, exceeds the 
proportion of land area (54 percent) devoted to these purposes in the land use plan 
for the surrounding waterfront, the Centre City/Embarcadero Precise Plan of the Port 
Master Plan, a plan which has been certified by the California Coastal Commission as 
complying with the California Coastal Act Consequently, the allocation of uses by the 
Navy Broadway Complex Project would appear to be consistent with the coastal 
planning decisions made by local and State agencies for the Central Bayfront Tne 
Navy's Coastal Consistency Detennination also addresses this issue in more detail. 

G-4. Toe issues raised in this comment are similar to the topics in Comment G-3. Please 
see Response G-3, and Topical Responses TR-4 and TR-5. 

G-5. The DEIS and supporting Transportation Study systematically address the potential 
impacts on the freeway ramp system to the downtown area. Tnis includes an analysis 
of the following on-ramps and off-ramps that provide direct access to the western 
portions of the Centre City. 

Off-ramps: 

• Interstate 5 at Front/2nd (southbound) 
• Interstate 5 at J Street (northbound) 

• • State Route 94 (westbound) 
• State Route 163 (southbound) 

On-ramps: 

• Interstate 5 at Hawthorn (northbound) 
Interstate 5 at J Street (southbound) 
State Route 94 (eastbound) 

• State Route 163 (northbound) 

r 

A discussion of the future conditions on these ramps is provided on page 4-54 of the 
DEIS and pages 25 through 31 in the Transportation Study. Peak hour volumes and 
service levels are shown for the four ramp junctions that were studied in Table 9 (page 
30) of the Transportation Study. 
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The following analysis of the freeway system serving the Centre City is provided as a 
basis for identifying potential impacts. Tnis includes a discussion of the following 
freeway segments based on forecasts from the City's CCTAP model for the various 
project aitematives. The projected pm peak hour volumes and volume/capacity ratios 
are provided in the following table, which is hereby added as Table 4.2-7b of the EIS. 
A review of the volume/capacity ratios at the five freeway locations indicate that there 
would be no significant impact generated by any of the six project alternatives, in 
comparison to the no-build scenario (Alternative G). 

TABLE 4.2-ro of the EIS 

FREEWAY MAINLINE VOLUME/CAPACITY (V/C) ANALYSIS 
Peak Hour - Peak Direction 

Location At . A At . B Ait. C Alt. D A t . £ Alt. F Alt. G 

SR 94 east of 1-5 
Volumes 9,330 9,060 9,340 9,160 9,340 9,330 9,040 
V/C3 1.30 1.26 1.30 1.27 1.30 1.30 1.26 

SP. 163 north of 1-5 
Volumes 4,460 4,500 4,400 4,430 4,400 4,460 4,370 

a 1.24 1.25 1.22 1.23 1.22 1.24 1.21 

1-5 near Laurel 
Volumes " 7,970 7,840 7,790 7,570 7,790 7,970 7,470 
V/Cf .89 .87 .87 .84 .87 .89 .83 

1-5 near Imperial 
Volumes 6,300 6,350 6,290 6,160 6,290 6,300 . 6,060 
V / C -70 .71 .70 .68 .70 .70 .67 

1-5 northbound on-ramps 
Elm/First * 34,000 32,600 32,200 31,300 32,300 54,000 34,900 
V/C* 1.70 1.63 1.61 1,57 .1.62 1.70 1.75 

a Volume to capacity (V/C) where 1.00 is full capacity. 

The freeway segments along SR 94 and SR 163 would exceed capacity in the peak 
direction during the neak hour under the cumulative build-out scenario, as discussed 
in the 1985 Centre City Transportation Action Program (CCTAP) report. The 
CCTAP report notes that these volumes "may be interpreted such that heavy traffic 
will prevail for well in excess of one hour, and that the peak period will likely "spread" 
on these facilities." This extension of the peak hour on freeway facilities is typicai of 
urbanized downtown areas. Tne nroiect's Increase would, not be significant fas 
evidenced by comparisons between Alternative G (no-build) and the other 
aitematives). 
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G-6. Please see response to comment G-l . Note that it is implicit that the project was 
"weighed" along with other projects, and was determined to be of sufficient priority to 
warrant specific Congressional legislation authorizing pursuit pf the project With over 
400,000 SF of existing office space onsite and a continuing military contingency 
requirement, Altematrve G accurately reflects the use of the property if collocation 
is not achieved through a public/private venture. A new EIS would be required to 
evaluate the relocation of some or all of these activities and alternative land uses if 
the proposed project is not undertaken and a future military construction project^is 
pursued in lieu thereof. 

G-7. Please see topical response TR-1. 

G-8. This comment inaccurately portrays the site as "surplus" to the Navy's needs. 
Retention of the Navy Brcadway Complex reflects a national defense requirement 
to maintain a mobilization capability directly adjacent to the Navy Pier, which has a 
direct rail connection to the waterfront During periods of national emergency, the 
mobilization and demobilization of heavy equipment and weapons platforms with 
accompanying personnel becomes a critical factor. Please see topical response TR-l . 

The need of the project is well established, as discussed in response to comment G-l. 
The only current means by which it could be developed is through the proposed 
pubiic/private venture contemplated in the EIS. Please see topical response TR-2 
concerning project economics and financing. Alternative D provides the onsite 
development level necessary to support moving nearly the entirety of the Navy office 
uses off the Navy Broadway Complex. Alternative C provides a lower density 
alternative that can still meet financial requirements for development of the site. 
Substantial economic and financial analysis performed for this project (see topical 
response TR-2) has shown that the tradeoff in providing additional open space in a 
lower density development would render the proposed Navy offices financially 
infeasible. 

G-9. The issues raised in this comment are similar to the topics introduced in Comment 
G-3. Please see Response G-3 and Topical Response TR-4. 

G-10. Tne Navy's preferred Alternative A includes approximately 5 acres of ground-level uses 
devoted to public open space, including the 1.9-acre open space on Block 1, pedestrian 
facilities, and gallerias. This area is 3 2 percent of the total ground-level use area of 
the project site. By comparison, the surrounding waterfront is planned to provide 17 
percent cf land area devoted to these types ofpublie recreation uses (40.4 acres of the 
total 231.8 acres in the Centre City/Embarcadero Precise Plan of the Port Master 
Plan). It is apparent from this infonnation that the proposed project would not only 
provide sufficient public space for its own employees and visitors, but also wouid 
enhance the availability of such space for the broader Central Bayfront. Please see 
Response G-3 and Topical Response TR-4. 

G-l l . Tne issues raised In this comment are similar to the topics introduced in Comment 
G-3. Please see Response G-3 and Topical Response TR-4. 

G-12. Please see Response G-21 and Topical Response TR-4. 
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^-13. The issues raised in this comment are similar to the topics introduced in Comment G-
3. Please see Response G-3, and Topical Responses TR-4 and TR-5. 

G-l4. Please see response to comment G-4. 

G-15. From a transportation planning standpoint, the fact that a site is located within a given 
area designated as the central core of the downtown does not guarantee that it is the 
most appropriate Iccation for a high density project Proximity to major transit lines 
such as the Bayfront LRT line, San Diego Transit Corporation (SDTC) bus lines, 
AMTRAK, and commuter rail lines are more meaningful criteria in determining 
whether a specific project is compatible with the overall development goals of the 
Centre City. The Navy Broadway Complex is located within one block of the Bayfront 
LRT line and the AMTRAK terminal at the Santa Fe station. In addition, a total of 
ten SDTC bus lines provide access to within two blocks of the project site. As such, 
the size of the project appears to be compatible with the concept of developing large 
scale projects near the major transit corridors within the downtown area. 

G-16- This comment is noted. Page 1-3 of the DEIS states only that the City and the Navy 
will enter into a development agreement for the future deveiopment of the project site. 
The actual development is not specified ia the referenced memorandum, and the DEIS 
makes no presumption that a specific development plan has been already approved. 
Nowhere does the DEIS indicate prior approval by the City of San Diego cf a specific 
development 

r-17. Please see topical response TR-2 regarding the disclosure of the financial analysis 
utiiized to define the type and level of development In addition, note that a 
residential deveiopment alternatives was also undesirable in view of the contingency 
requirement for the property. Unlike commercial office and hotel uses, residential uses 
are not readily convertible to high priority military uses in the event of mobilization. 
Please see response to comment G-8. 

G-18. The fioor area ratios (FAR) described in the EIS are based upon land area held by 
the Navy in fee. This is a standard methodology for calculating FARs. If the FAR 
for the preferred alternative were calculated without the G Street right-of-way 
(apprcodmateiy 0.9 acre) as the commentator suggests, the FAR of the preferred 
alternative would be approximately 5.8, rather than the 5.45 described in the document. 
It should be noted, however, that under either calculation, the amount of density 
indicated in the preferred alternative (3.25 miliion square feet) is less than the overall 
density of 3.4 million square feet that wouid be allowed for the property under the 
density provisions set forth in the BCCG Central Bayfront Design Principles pian and 
the Preliminary Centre City San Diego Community Plan. 

G-19. Please see topical response TR-1. t 

G-20. Please see Responses G-3, M-5, M-S, and Topical Responses TR-4 and TR-5. 

G-21. The commentator's interpretation of the "step-down" concept recommended in the 

Centre City Community Plan differs from ihe interpretation in the EIS. The 
preliminary community plan and Central Bayfront Design Principles indicate lhat the 
concept of "stepped intensity and scale" will be implemented through floor area ratios 
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(FAR) and building heights will be controlled through Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) regulatiocs. The FARs designated for the site in the draft plan are 7.0 for 
Block 1, 65 for Block 2, and 55 for Blocks 3 and 4 (as shown in Figure 14 of the 
plan). The lowest operational imaginary surface relevant to FAA regulations is 500 
feet mean sea level (msl) for a circling area for missed approaches from Lindbergh 
Field. Non-operational imaginary surfaces cross at lower heights (see pages 4-217 and 
219 in the Draft EIS). 

y— 
With the exception of Alternative F with its 500-foot tower on Block 2, the project 
aitematives are consistent with the overall FAR designations of the preliminary 
community plan, which reflects the stepping down of building heights to the south from 
the block adjacent to the Broadway spine. Building heights are also designed to step 
down from the landward (east) to the bayward (west) side of the project site. Again 
with the exception of 500-foot tower in Alternative F (which would reach 510 feet msl, 
or 10 feet above the 500-foot surface), none of the buildings in the project aitematives 
encroach into the operational imaginary surfaces for aviation safety, which is consistent 
with the building height control guidelines of the plan. While encroachment into non-
operational surfaces occurs with AJteraatives A B, C, and D, the FAA has issued a 
Detennination of No Hazard for Alternative A, with a 400-foot tower on Block 1 
indicating that compliance with FAA. regulations can be achieved. Consequently, the 
project alternatives, except Alternative F, appear to be consistent with the step-down 
concept aad building height controls envisioned in the preliminary Centre City San 
Diego Community Plan. 

G-22. Hie commentator's request to note the undated Centre City Community Plan is 
acknowledged. The now current version cf the plan (as of August 1990), is the July 
1990 preliminary Centre City San Diego Community Plan. Tae plan supports the Navy 
Broadway Complex Project as being compatible. The City Council recently adopted 
the plan and ordinance (first reading). 

G-23. Please see response lo comment G-5. 

G-24. Please see topical response TR-3. 

G-25. The views included for analysis within the DEIS (Section 43) depict key public views 
and vistas that wouid be affected by the project Views from the G Street Mole back 
to the downtown would not be negatively affected by the proposed project Rather, 
views directly east to the downtown would be Enhanced by removing existing onsite 
Building 9 and the opening up of G Street aad the creation of a 120-foot-wide 
landscaped open space and street Currently, downtown views from the Mole to the 
northeast are significantly obstracted by Buildings 1 and 12 within the Navy property. 
Development of the property per Alternative A would not significantly change these 
views because of the foreground dominance of Building 12 which is proposed for 
possible retention. Tne view to the northeast would be marginally improved by the 
removal of Building 1 for the creation of a major open space. ' 

Views north and south along the waterfront Embarcadero wouid not be negatively 
affected by the proposed project Again, Building 1 and 12 and the existing warehouse 
structures to the soulh currently create a slrong eastern edge to the Embarcadero 
corridor. Tne view from the south from the vicinity of Seaport Village to the north 
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would continue to be framed on the east by BuOding 12 and new development of a 
similar height proposed to the south. The removal of Building 1 would introduce 
additional open space along the corridor and would alter this southern view marginally. 
Views from the north from the vicinity of the B Street Pier to the south along the 
Embarcadero would be opened up considerably by the removal of Building 1 and the 
introduction of open space, but the retention of Building 12 and the introduction of 
new development to the south would maintain the strong edge condition that currently 
exists along this view corridor. 

G-26. It is noted that, as with many cities, the costs of providing police and fire protection 
comprise the two largest expenditures in the General Fund Budget for the City of San 
Diego. The police department's methodology for allocating and projecting current and 
future expenditures has historically relied upon both: (1) calls for service, and 
(2) estimated costs per capita. Recently, however, the department has been estimating 
its cost requirements based primarily upon per capita multipliers, utilizing population 
projections provided by the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG). 
Moreover, both the police and fire department staffs have indicated that the existing 
facilities, manpower, and equipment are anticipated to be adequate to provide the 
project site and surrounding area with a sufficient level of protection services, if any 
of the alternatives are developed. Nevertheless, an analysis of this nature must 
necessarily account for the incremental costs of providing service to the subject site 
under the respective development aitematives. For purposes of this study, both 
departments indicated that a per capita approach (based upon current daytime 
population figures) provides a conser/ative, yet reasonable, estimate of ccst 
requirements appropriate for this level of analysis. 

Other categories of ongoing City operating revenues and expenditures were allocated 
to those land uses which generate them, based on a calculation of average per acre 
multipliers. General government costs (public services and city support services) were 
averaged across all land uses, assuming each contributes its "share" to these costs. 

While this provides a relatively simplistic approach to estimating the public service 
costs, the unique set of public service needs of the proposed project were considered 
and discussed with city staff and incorporated in the analysis where appropriate. 
Moreover, based on our review of the reliability, accuracy, data availability, and 
resources required to conduct various methods of fiscal impact assessment, it was 
determined that the methodology used in this study provides a sufficient level of 
statistical accuracy upon which to base current public policy decisions. 

G-27. There was an error in the presentation of the "business taxes" on Tables 13 ihrough 
20 of the technical fiscal report. While the balance of the figures on these tables was 
stated in thousands of dollars, the projections of business tax revenues were in actual 
dollars, which subsequently resulted in an overstatement cf the net annual and 
cumulative fiscal benefits to the City. A revised and corrected tschnicM report has 
been placed on file at the Naval Facilities Engineering Command Detachment, 
Broadway Complex, 555 West Beech Street, Suite 101, San Diego, CA 92101-2937. 
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It should be noted that the basic findings of the analysis remain unchanged, in that 
Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F are still projected to generate net annual operating 
surpluses to the City by the year 1994 and would generate significant cumulative 
surpluses by the end of the 30-year projection period. In addition to the technical 
report, Table 4.5-8 on page 4-142 of the EIS is revised as shown on the following page. 

Also, the first paragraph cn the page 4-143 of the EIS is revised to read as foilovg: 

• By the year 30 of the propcsed project (2021), Aitematives A B, C, D, and F 
would generate cumulative surpluses to the City of San Diego of $268.0 million, 
$325.2 million, $302.7 million, $425.2 million, and $325.3 million, respectively. 
Conversely, Aitematives E and G wouid yield cumulative deficits of $72.4 million 
and $25.6 million, respectively. 

3-24 
JB/06640001.RTC 



TABLE 4.5-8 of the EIS 

PROJECTED NET AND CUMULATIVE FISCAL IMPACTS OF PROJECT 
(in Thoasands of Oollars) 

Development 
Alternative 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

p 

G 

Net Annual 
Fiscal 

Impact 
in2005a 

$9,365 

11,722 

10,697 

15,041 

-2,138 

11,314 

• -697 

Cumulative 
Fiscal 

Impact 
in 200 f 

$46,072 

66,619 

56,297 

96,253 

-19,325 

72,539 

-8,248 

Net Annual Cumulative 
Fiscal 30-Year 

Impact Fiscal 
in Year 20 Impact 

$18,867 $268,042 

21,062 325,239 

20,659 302,650 

26,627 425,235 

-4,667 -72,435 

20,771 325,355 

-1,521 -25,554 

a At full development stabilized occupancy. 

Source: Williams-Kuebelbeck & Associates, Inc., 1990. 
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H. Dwight E. Sanders, State of Califoraia, State Lands Commission, June 4, 1990 

H-1. Tne commentator's preference that the EIS and EIR be one document instead of two 
is noted. The two documents were physically circulated together (in the same 
envelope) so that they could be reviewed together. The DEIR incorporates the DEIS 
by reference (see DEIR Preface). The DEIR presents a summary of the conclusions 
of the DEIS. Iliis complies with the intent of Section 15150 of the State CEQA. 
Guidelines. In addition, Section 15221 of the State CEQA Guidehnes clearly allows 
an EIS to be used in place of an EIR, so long as it comphes with the provisions of the 
CEQA guidelines. The EIS does this. Thus, even if the EIS was not incorporated 
by reference into an EIR, CEQA clearly allows the EIS to be used in place of an EIR. 
That both an EIS and an EIR incorporating the EIS are provided together simply 
means that the basic requirements of CEQA were met and exceeded. 

Additional summarization or other characterization of the EIS, given that it constitutes 
the EIR, would be inappropriate and would be inconsistent with, the general policy tc 
reduce the size of EIRs. 

H-2. Please see response to comment K-1. 

H-3. Please see response to comment G-8 and topical response TR-5. 

H-4. Please see topical response TR-2 and EIS Table 4.5-8 (revised by response to comment 
G-27) which indicates cumulative fiscal surpluses to the City of San Diego ranging from 
$258 to $125 million for the various public/private venture aitematives. Note that, 

— irrespective of who pays for infrastructure improvements, the cost of improvements and 
the party that pays for them is not an environmental issue. This is described in 
Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which states in part lhat the 
n(E)cononiic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects 
on the environment" The only environmental issue in this respect is whether 
mitigation measures are implemented. If infrastructural improvements cannot be 
financed, the findings of the EIS with respect to the level of significance for certain 
impacts would be changed and the EIS would be recirculated for public review. It is 
noted that the cost figures referenced in this comment differ from the current dollar 
cost figures discussed in topical response TR-2, possibly reflecting an escalation in this 
comment to future years/dollars with additional contingency. 

H>5. Please see response to comment H-4. 

K-6. The "draft11 urban design guidelines for the project are drafts because they have not 
been adopted by the City of San Diego and would not be adopted prior to project 
approval. However, the guidelines were created to conform with the objectives of the 
Central Bayfront Design Principles (see topical response TR-4) and staff of the City 
has agreed to the draft guidelines. ,< 

Toe guidelines are not expected to be' substantially changed during project approval, 
if the project is approved. However, as with any other component of this or any other 
project under NEPA and CEQA if changes are made by decision makers that would 
create significant impacts not previously addressed in the EIS, then the EIS would 
need to be revised to address these impacts. 
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.1-7. The Federal environmental process requires consultation with the State Historic 
Preservation Officer during the development of cultural resources mitigation measures. 
Specificaiiy, the consultation process determines the actions necessary to mitigate the 
adverse impact on the cultural resources that are eligible for the National Register 
of Historic Places. Consultation conducted to satisfy the specific requirements of 
Section 106 leads to mandatory mitigation of the significant cultural resources impacts 
described in the EIS. As described in response to comment A-2, this process has been 
completed and a Memorandum of Agreement between the Navy and SHPO stipulating 
mitigation has been signed 

H-S. Establishing standards for construction of buildings in earthquake-prone regions is 
appropriate and necessary for hazard mitigation, yet building codes generally provide 
minimum standards and do not necessarily ensure building integrity from damaging 
earthquakes or other geologic hazards. However, buildings designed according to 
modem building codes generally have faired well during strong earthquakes (Housner 
and Jennings 1982). Furthermore, Tne City of San Diego Municipal Code requires 
evaluation of geologic hazards and liquefaction potential Although the code is not 
applicable to the rehabilitation and expansion of Building 12, the Navy will require the 
developer to perform such aa evaluation for all development at the Navy Brcadway 
Complex. Measures to mitigate geologic/seismic hazards are discussed in Section 4 cf 
this appendix. More spedncally, all new or rehabilitated buildings constructed on the 
site will be designed in accordance with Uniform Building Code Seismic Zone 4 
criteria, which are in excess of current City of San Diego building code requirements. 

H-9. Please see response to comments H-6, H-7, and H-S regarding the effectiveness of 
specific mitigation measures identified as inadequate by the commentator. Tne 
commentator dees not provide any other mitigation measures that may be ineffective, 
sc no other response is warranted. 

FI-1G. Section 5 describes specific cumulative impacts to which the project contributes. Page 
5-1 refers to Table 4.1-2 (page 4-7) and Figure 4-3 (page 4-8) for a description of the 
projects considered cumulatively with the proposed project including the Seaport 
Village expansion and the Hyatt Hotel The commentator is referred to pages 5-1 
through 5-4 of the DEIS for a complete discussion of cumulative impacts. 

H-ll. The commentator misinterprets Section 15126(d) of |he State CEQA Guidelines. In 
particular. Section 15126(d)(2) states, in full: 

Tne specific alternative of "no project" shall also be evaluated along with the 
impact If the environmentally superior aitemative is the "no project" alternative, 
the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the 
other aitematives. 

The guidelines do not indicate that the propcsed aitemative cannot be the 
environmentally superior aitemative among the other aitematives. In fact, it is the 
intent of CEQA to provide for the least environmentally-damaging development, if 
deveiopment is to occur. CEQA encourages that projects are designed to minimize 
environmental harm. The DEIS examines seven alternatives, including the proposed 
project and the no project aitemative. Of the seven alternatives, Alternatives A (the 
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proposed project), B, and D, are environmentally superior development aitematives. 
Aitemative G, the no project, is the environmentally superior aitemative, but it meets 
none of the basic project objectives. Aitemative A includes a substantially larger open 
space area at the foot of Sroadway than Alternatives B and D. Tnis is an 
environmentally superior component of this aitemative because it more closely (than 
Alternatives B and D) meets the goals of recently adopted plans intended to guide 
deveiopment in the area. There are three environmentally superior aitematives. 
Alternative A is superior among the three. r ~ 

It is noted that there are no aitematives capable of meeting the basic objectives of the 
proiect while avoiding the significant impact to cumulative air quality associated with 
Alternative A (and the other five development aitematives). This is the only 
unmitigated significant impact of Aitemative A, so an environmentally superior 
aitemative (to Aitemative A) capable of meeting project objectives is not possible. 

H-12. The commentator's opinion that the DEIS does not analyze all aitematives to the same 
level of detail is noted. The commentator does not substantiate this comment so no 
response can be provided. The DEIS evaluates each of the seven alternatives, fully 
identifies the impacts of each, and provides mitigation measures pertinent to each. 

H-13. The intent of the notice of intent (NOI) and the notice of preparation (NOP) is for 
responsible agencies and interested individuals to identify at an early time in the 
process potentially significant environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and 
aitematives that should be addressed in the EIS and EIR. Direct responses to 
NOI/NOP comments Pages 1-15 through 1-18 of the DEIS summarize the NOI/NO? 
comments by topical area in which they are addressed in the EIS. Please refer to this 
discussion. A copy of ail NOI/NO? comments has been provided to the commentator. 

H-14. Measures to mitigate significant ermroamental impacls are discussed along with the 
mitigation measure in the summary table. Esich significant impact for which there are 
mitigation measures is identified as "(S/M)" in the table, (see oaaes 1-20 through 1-
48 of the DEIS). 

With regard to placing "significance criteria used to rank the impacts" in the summary 
section, the specific analysis is presented in the ncn-summary sections of the DEIS, 
particularly Section 4. Hie summary section is not intended to" repeat the analysis of 
environmental impacts, but instead is intended to summarize the environmental impacts 
of the project Thus, the "significance criteria'' aad other details pertinent to 
determining the project's environmental impacts.are not repeated in the summary. 

H-15. Please see topical response TR-3. 

H-16. No residential uses are propcsed with this project; therefore, residential parking 
demand rates are not relevant to this oroiect , 

H-17. Please see response to comment H-6. Also, regarding the statement that the 
conclusions regarding design guideline compliance are not supported, the commentator 
is referred, particularly, to figures 4-23, 4-26, 4-29, 4-32, 4-*35, 4-38, 4-41, 4-44, 4-47, 
and 4-50 in the DEIS. Tnese ten figures depict simulated views of AJtemative A from 
ten viewpoints. Alternative A. is consistent with the draft desisn guidelines. Tne 
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conclusion that compliance with the guidelines would mitigate aesthetic impacts is 
based on the evidence shown in these figures and discussed on pages 4-108 through 
4-111 of the DEIS. Aside from actually constructing the project and then evaluating 
its aesthetic impacts, the DEIS relies on the best possible evidence available to draw 
its conclusions. 

H-18. The City of San Diego Police Department was consulted to determine if the propcsed 
aitematives would in any way adversely affect police service, including every day 
situations and emergency circumstances. Tne department indicated that the project 
would not have an adverse effect. Page 5-2 of the DEIS indicates that this public 
agency would not be adversely affected by cumulative deveiopment. The opinion of 
the affected agency would appear to be the best possible evidence one could draw cn 
for this conclusion. It is noted that the proposed project wouid provide long-term 
fiscal surpluses to the City of San Diego. This conclusion considers police department 
costs. (Please see respcnse to comments G-26 and G-27.) Tnus, even if it was found 
that the project did significantly affect police resources (although no adverse.effect was 
found), sufficient revenues would be avaiiabie associated with the project to offset 
those costs. 

H-19. Page 6-1 of the DEIS refers to Section 4.5 of the DEIS for a discussion of growth 
associated with the project (including regional immigration). Please refer to that 
discussion. 

T"r 20. The availability of water is a concern of statewide significance, especially in light of the 
ongoing drought that has affected several areas of the state, some mors substantially 
(e.g., Santa Barbara) than others. The water situation in San Diego, as a result of the 
drought, is not nearly as severe as other areas of the state, and sufficient regular and 
emergency supplies are avaiiabie. Nevertheless, San Diego has requested voluntary 
water use reductions and has seen an approximate 10 percent reduction in use 
compared with last year. Water conservation measures are not yet mandatory, but 
may become so if the drought persists for another year. According to the City of San 
Diego Water Utilities Department, the proposed project, if completed today, is not of 
sufficient magnitude to cause an acceleration of the need to impose any water 
conservation measures in the city. Further, the City has no plans now, or in the 
foreseeable future, to restrict water hookups in the project area (Wageman, pers. 
comm. 1990). The proposed project is within the densities planned on the project site 
and is consistent with regional growth projections used to pian for long-term water 
usage. Also, please see comment C-10. 

Tne first phase of the proposed deveiopment is currently planned to be completed in 
1994. If drought conditions persisted up to that time, water availability in San Diego 
and throughout the state could be severely restricted. Tne likelihood that the drought 
would persist even another year or two, or that current water shortages would persist, 
is statistically remote. If drought conditions do persist, the results in large areas of 
California could be severe. Development in.areas of California still affected by 
drought would likely be reexamined. . However, consideration and analysis of such a 
remote possibility, with implications much more far-reaching than the propcsed project, 
is highly speculative and is beyond the purview of an EIS examining the potential 
impacts of a mixed-use urban development. 
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H-21. The commentator disagrees on the significance of the project with the opinions of the 
City of San Diego Water Utilities Department, the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, and the Environmental Protection Agency, whose opinions are based on 
estimates of projecl wastewater generation. The commentator provides no evidence 
to substantiate this disagreement Nevertheless, this difference of opinion is noted. 

H-22. Page 4-126 of the DEIS indicates that the project would significantly affect se^sr 
conveyance facilities. Without mitigation, local sewer lines would have insufficient 
capacity. This could result in health implications as well as cause poor sewage 
conveyance. Correcting this problem by installing greater conveyance capacity would 
avoid this potentially significant impact. Thus, it is a mitigation measure. Please see 
response to comment H-21 regarding wastewater treatment impacts. 

H-23. Landfill capacity constraints are regional problems that have surfaced throughout the 
state, and they require regional solutions that are beyond the control of any individual 
project. San Diego County is currently in the process of pursuing new landfill areas 
to accommodate regional needs. Tne project would not significantly reduce the life 
of any landfill and wouid therefore not have a significant environmental impact. 
Nevertheless, in recognition of the statewide solid waste problems, the following 
mitigation measure is added to page 4-128 of the EIS: 

• Receptacles will be provided within each office building to allow for the 
separation of all recyclable paper material. The lease for each office building will 
require that white paper and computer paper recycling receptacles are provided, 
and that the lessee will participate to the maximum extent applicable in any local 
ordinance-implemented recycling program for other recyclable materials. 

H-24. Please see response to comment H-4. AJso, it is noted that the Port, if it decides io 
contribute funding, would do so to the extent such expenditures are consistent with 
its legal and financial activities. 

H-25. The geotechnical investigation performed by Woodward-Clyde Consultants (1988) 
indicates the area soils are able to support properly designed foundations. The 
previous geotechnical investigation also indicates that below ground construction for 
underground parking is feasible. Construction of two-levels of underground parking 
will require: construction dewatering, pile foundations, and a structural floor system 
to support building loads. Because permanent dewatering systems with discharges to 
San Diego Bay are no longer allowed (please see the 1990 Woodward-Clyde report 
in Section 4 of this appendix, particularly 4.2 and 4.3), the floor and walls below the 
water table will have to be designed to resist water pressures and will have to be 
waterproofed. Authorization for construction dewatering will require application to 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board. The project dewatering will be required 
to comply with specific discharge limitations. 

H-26. The bay deposits and hydraulic fill underlying the site are considered potentially 
liquefiable, and the previous geotechnical investigation by Woodward-Clyde 
Consultants indicates that potential effects from liquefaction should be considered for 
project design. Tne City of San Diego Building Code requires that an evaluation be 
made for areas identified on the Seismic Safety Element of the General Plan as being 
susceptible to liquefaction. There is a range of possible measures to reduce potential 
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liquefaction-related damage to existing and new facilities. Some of those measures are 
Usted in Sections 3.3 and 3.3.1 of the 1990 Woodward-Clyde report, in Section 4 of 
this appendix. 

H-27. Page 4-176 of the DEIS provides City of San Diego noise/land use compatibility 
criteria. As shown, hotels are considered compatible in areas up to 65dB CNEL and 
offices are considered compatible in areas up to 70 dB CNEL. As discussed on pages 
4-181 through 4-186, the 65 dB CNEL would extend onto the site, which would have 
an adverse effect on hotels. Tnus, mitigation is necessary to provide for sufficient 
interior noise level reductions. 

The 70 dB CNEL would only encroach on the edges of the site along Broadway, 
Harbor Drive, and Pacific Highway where offices are propcsed. Normal sound 
attenuation provided by building materials (with windows open) is 12 to 15 dBA 
Through the use of standard building materials, no additional attenuation wouid be 
necessary to reduce noise levels to office buildings to a less than signincant level 

H-28. As indicated on page 5-4 of the DEIS, a new substation would be required to serve 
cumulative development in the project area. 

H-29. The comments presented above (comments H-1 through H-28) do not change any of 
the findings of the EIS with respect to growth-inducing impacts or unavoidable impacts. 
Taerefore, no revisions to the respective discussions of these issues is made. 

;0. Tnis comment is noted. Please see response to comments H-1 through H-29. 
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I. Harry E. Wilson, June 1, 1990 

I-l. The commentator's preference for AJtemative A is noted, Thecomment is not specific 
to the environmental impacts of the project, so no other response is warranted. 

1-2. While adding the rail lines to these subject figures may help orient the plan, the lines 
are shown in a sufficient number of figures (e.g., figures 3-5, 3-9, 3-10, 3-11, etc.) to 
be able to cross reference. No environmental information presented in the EIS would 
be changed by adding the rail lines to these figures. 

L o . Please see topical response TR-3. Note that the number of parking spaces propcsed 
onsite is restricted below normal demand rates to encourage the use of mass transit, 
car pools, etc. 

1-4. The respcnse time provided is based on estimates provided by the individual fire 
stations. 

1-5. Please see response to comment K-23. It is not known how much recycling the Navy 
would be able to achieve through this program. 

1-6. The correct number of service occupation employees in San Diego County is 211,100. 
Table 4.5-1 on page 4-131 of the EIS is hereby revised to reflect this number. 

1-7. It is not knCswn how many personnel would immigrate to the San Diego area as a 
result of the proposed project Because the number of non-military employment 
opportunities created by the proposed project wouid be small in comparison to the 
region (less than 1.5 percent cf the city and less than 1 percent of the county) and in 
comparison with regional growth estimates, the associated immigration would be easily 
absorbed and was therefore not calculated. 

1-8. A properly designed temporary dewatering system will allow excavation of soil below 
the water table for below grade construction. Tne dewatered soils (which are 
composed primarily of sands) should not be in a very wet condition and should not 
require special trucks. Soils could be exported from the site to other grading projects. 
Any soils considered contaminated with petroleum products or other potential 
contaminants would require special treatment 

1-9. Tnis comment is noted. The conclusions of 'the DEIS with respect to runoff would 
not be altered by this comment. 

1-10. Dewatered groundwater during construction will require authorization from the 
F-egional Water Quality Control Board (please see' Section 4 of this appendix, 
particuiariy 4.2 and 4.3 thereof), and if application conditions are met, it may be 
possible to discharge to storm drains. , 

1-11. Pages 4-162 through 4-165 of the DEIS considers air quality effects during 
construction, and page 4-181 of the DEIS considers noise effects during construction. 
Please refer to these discussions. 
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Norman W. Hickey, County of San Diego Chief Administrative Office, June 1, 1990 

J-1. The proposed project would provide sufficient onsite parking to satisfy the needs of 
the project, and there would be no need for related offsite parking. Please see topical 
response TR-4 for a detailed discussion of parking. 

j-9 The Navy would only utilize one space for 1,000 square feet of Navy office for active 
employee parking. Tae additional 0.23 spaces per 1,000 square feet that would be 
provided are for the parking of Navy official vehicles. 

j-3. Tnis comment is noted. No other response is necessary. 
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K. Frederick M. Marks, Citizens Coordinate for Century 3, June 4, 1990 

K-1. This comment lacks sufficient specificity to allow formulation of a specific response. 

Please see topical responses TR-1 and TR-2. 

K-2. Please see topical responses TR-1 and TR-2. 

K-3. Please see topical responses TR-1 and TR-2. 

K-4. Please see topical response TR-2 regarding project financing. Please see response to 
comment G-17 for additional discussion concerning residential uses. 

K-5. Please see response to comments H-4 and K-24. Also, please see page 3-6 cf the 
DEIS. As described therein, the provision of open space outside the boundaries cf 
the project site is not a part of the proposed project. 

K-6. Please see topical response TR-1. Irrespective of the cost of the proposed project in 
comparison to the U.S. Military Construction budget, the proposed project is not 
currently included in Military Construction budgets, so it"would not proceed without 
the proposed public/private venture financing aitemative. 

K-7. The comment that the DEIS is not sufficiently objective is noted. Without greater 
specificity, however, no further response is possible. 
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Robert P. Martinez, State of California, Office of Planning and Research, June 4, 

1990 

L-l. This comment is not specific to the contents of the DEIS, so no response is necessary. 

3-35 

JB/06640001.RTC 



M. Gordon F. Snow, Ph.D^ State of California Resources Agency, June 4, 1990 

M-l. It is noted that the Resources Agency coordinated review with the referenced agencies. 
The Department of Transportation commented in comment letter E. Tne State Lands 
Commission commented in comment letter K. The Califoraia Coastal Commission 
commented m comment letter M. The Caiifomia Air Resources Board, Departmert 
of Fish and Game, the Department of Parks and Recreation, and the San Diegb 
Regional Water Quality Control Board did not comment on the DEIS or DEIR 
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